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G@he Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, JANUARY 28, 1865. 
—_—_——~>—- - 

WE BELIEVE that there is hardly a single lover of fair 
play in England, and, @ fortiori, not a single one of our 
readers, Who will not rejoice at the signal defeat which 
the late attempt on the part of “Jupiter Tonans” to 
play the “ big schoolboy ” has met at the hands of Vice- 
Chancellor Wood. A short account of the motion in 
Platt v. Walter, to which, we need hardly say, these 
remarks refer, will be found in another column, and we 
think that there are few who will not echo his Honow’s 
words when he remarked, at the very opening of his 





judgment, that he had seldom met so strong a case. 


— of the technical considerations which unques- 
tionably embarrass the plaintiff in this case, and may pos- 
sibly lead eventually to their defeat, the case, on the merits, 
appears to us a simple one. John Walter, the grand- 
father of the defendant, John Walter, started a newspaper, 
which he called the “ Zimes,” and being either a sanguine 
or a sagacious old gentleman, or both, he simultaneously 
therewith, or immediately thereafter, started what it will 
be convenient to call another paper, but what is, in fact, 
no more another newspaper than “ Elegant Extracts,” if 
all taken from one work, would be a new book. This 
other newspaper, which is published three times a-week, 
consists aintghy of the leading articles of the Zimes, to- 
gether with such other matter as the editor (who has, it 
appears from the accounts, the munificent salary of £100 
a-year for this duty) thinks fit to seleet, and an ocea- 
sional abridgment of the foreign correspondence, and 
other such like matter. This abridgment is the only 
part of the Evening Mail which requires “ re-setting,” and 
is the only thing in respect of which, as appears from 
the accounts furnished in the cause, any separate charge 
has ever been made for “ composition” against the pro- 
prietors of the Bvening Mail. 

How any subseriber for the Heening Mail, thus con- 
stituted, was ever obtained, is a mystery which we con- 
fess ourselves unable to fathom: to us it appears like 
“plum cake without the citron,” or Hamlet abridged 
alter the fashion that has become proverbial. However 
that may be, it seems that the paper attained a very 
respectable circulation, and one producing a handsome 
profit to its proprietors. “ Walter the grandfather” 
chose in his lifetime to dispose of certain interests in the 
property he had thus created, and he did so by dividing 
the ownership of each of the said newspapers—or edi- 
tions—into shares, and disposing of these shares 
separately. Hence it has come to pass that while the 
bulk of the property in the Zimes has continued with 
the Walter family, and while the present representative 
of that family is still the largest proprietor in both 
papers, there are several proprietors of shares in the 
Times who have no interest whatever in the Lvening 
Mail, and vice versd. As if foreseeing that this division 
of interest might, if not carefully guarded from abuse, 
lead to an actual séparation between the two papers, to 
the ruin or manifest injury of one or both of them, 
Walter the grandfather, by his will, urged upon all his 
legatees the absolute necessity of keeping the whole 
concern under one undivided joint management, and 
selected his son, John Walter, to be the sole manager of 
hoth papers. John Walter the son accordingly managed 
both papers as one concern during his life, and his son 
John Walter, the present Member of Parliament for 
Berkshire, has continued such management down to the 
present time. 

Amongst the persons to whom Mr. Walter had as- 
signed shares in the Lvening Mail was his solicitor, Mr. 
Thomas Platt, father of the plaintiffs and of the late 





Mr. Baron Platt, and these shares had in due course 
become vested in the plaintiffs and the defendant Lady 
Platt, widow of the Baron. 

Into the cireumstances of the disputes which arose 
between the Platts and Mr. Walter it is not our pur- 
pose to enter; it may be that the plaintiffs were un- 
reasonably suspicious, at any rate, no ground has as 
yet transpired for doubting the accuracy of the accounts 
Sishel to them; it may be that the annoyance felt by 
Mr. Walter at being thus called to account was natural 
or justifiable. Let us assume everything down to the 
16th December, 1864, entirely in his favour, and it does 
not seem to affect, in the smallest degree, the view 
which ought to be taken of his conduct on that day. 

On the day in question, Mr. Walter coolly served a 
notice on each of the proprietors of the Evening Mail, 
announcing an immediate dissolution of partnership 
with them, and, further, that upon the 31st of the same 
month, he should, as printer, decline to continue to 
print the Evening Mail at his office in Printing-house- 
square. This was pretty well fora gentleman who was 
not only manager of the paper in question, but a sort of 
trustee under his grandfather’s will for the express pur- 
pose of maintaining unimpaired the connection between 
the Times and Evening Mail. 

But the case does not end here. Mr. Walter is not 
only manager of, and trustee, or quasi-trustee for, the 
Evening Mail, but he is also manager of the Zimes, and it 
does not seem to have oceurred to him that the proprietary 
of that journal might be bound by duty or interest to 
the maintenance of their connection with the Hvening 
Mail. As none of these proprietors have, so far as we 
know, complained of the proceeding, it may be assumed 
that they do not think it prejudicial to their interests ; 
but it is easy to see that it might be so, and it does not 
appear that they were in any manner consulted. Lf, 
indeed, Mr. Walter’s contention be the right one, and 
there is no connection or privity whatsoever between 
the two papers, their concurrence would be unnecessary: 
the partner in two firms, even though the manager of 
both, is not on that account required to consult his part- 
ners in firm A respecting his dealings with his partners 
in firm B; but, looking at the nature and circumstances 
of these papers, we shall be greatly surprised if any 
judge in England will be found to consider this the true 
position of the case. On this point, the remarks of the 
Vice-Chancellor seem to us to be conclusive of the 
question. His Honour said— 


“At the same time the elder Mr. Walter established the 
Times newspaper he devised a scheme for printing what 
might be really called, and more correctly than anything 
else, another edition of that paper, entitled the Evening 
Mail, which was to be published three times a week, and 
was in point of facet to be a republishing of two newspapers, 
which would be condensed into one; leaving out any matter 
that was desirable to be left out, especially advertisements, 
and any other matter not fit for an evening paper. Every 
particle of the matter printed in the Zvening Mail cousisted 
of previous issues of the Times, with the exception of any 
news that might have dropped in during the day of publica- 
tion, which would appear in a second edition of the Times, 
and would be again used in the Avening Mail asa part of 
the Times of the previous day. Having established that 
arrangement, he thought fit to divide—it appeared he 
divided during his lifetime—he thought fit to divide the 
interest in the two publications, and he formed what was 
represented as, and in some respects appeared to be, two 
different co-partnerships. Even were this so, the Brening 
Mail was simply a re-issue of the Times, and from that time 
to thisit waseondueted in that manner by the staff of the Times 
newspaper—by the same editors, the same managers, who were 
concerned in the publication and editing of the Times. It was 
printed with the same type—so farthat was desirable for cheap- 
ness sake; that is, the type was undistributed, so that it might 
be applied as cheaply as possible to the Evening Mail. So 
things went on from time to time until the present, many of 
the partners being partners in both, others not, but [Mr. 
Walter being a partner in both, and being the manager of 
both concerns throughout.” 

13 
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Well might his Honour say that he had seldom known 
so strong a case. And with the cool proposition of the 
defendant that the Zvening Mail should be forced to an 
immediate sale, the Vice-Chancellor dealt not less con- 
clusively. 

*€One asked what was the Evening Mail? and was told 
that it was a reprint of the Zimes; and if they took 
away that right there was no Hvening Mail in exis- 
tence. The good-will would be taken away after eighty 
years’ exercise of the right. If Mr. Walter’s course had been 
taken, of selling the newspaper, with the right of use of the 
type denied, and distinctly denied, by him and his counsel, 
if they proceeded to sell the newspaper during the time of 
the doubt which then existed, it would Recs, Me annihilate 
the Evening Mail and make it a rans 5 property to come 
into the market. It was not the practice of the Court to 
allow a right of eighty years’ standing to be interfered with 
in that way.” 

Now, we know what might have been—we will 
not say what would have been, for we have no know- 
ledge, nor means of knowledge, on the subject—but 
what well might have been the result of this course, had 
the Court of Chancery not interfered to prevent it? 
The Evening Mail once “ annihilated,’ whether by 
forced sale or by simple dissolution of partner- 
ship and winding-up, what would there be to pre- 
vent Mr. Walter from immediately issuing an evening 
edition or reprint of the Zimes, exactly analogous to the 
existing Zvening Mail, and similarly conducted? This 
he might a yey do, either on his own sole account, 
or on hehal of the proprietors of the Zimes, or any of 
them, as his interests, his fancy, or his ideas of equity 
might dictate, and either with or without a formal dis- 
continuance of issue, and either under the old or any new 
name—says the Hrening Times, after the analogy of other 
leading morning papers—without the loss of a single 
subscriber, or any other effect whatever except the de- 
struction of the property of the Messrs. Platt. The 
case appears to us strictly analogous to the not unusual 
case of a contract with a patentee that he should have a 
royalty on all articles sold over a certain number, and 
then a determination on the part of the licensee to 
manufacture no more than the prescribed number, and 
so deprive the patentee of any possibility of remunera- 
tion. 

Into the technical difficulties which were raised in 
opposition to the motion, we do not propose to enter. 
The Vice-Chancellor, once satisfied of the justice of the 
case, had little difficulty in getting over them, and in a 
manner alinost amounting to “ poetical justice.” 


THE CASE OF WILLIAM SLADDEN, a bankrupt. solici- 
tor, which was lately reported in our columns,* and 
which came on again in Basinghall-street, on Saturday 
last, affords a striking commentary on the great case of 
“Promise 7. Performance.” Here is an unhappy mortal 
who, only last year, was distributing circulars—one of 
which was sent to us from the country, where, we under- 
stand, they circulated freely—whereby he offered to 
conduct intending defaulters through the labyrinths of 
“section 192,” at fabulously low rates. When “a soli- 
citor” offers to transact all the business connected with 
the drawing-up and registering of composition deeds for 
a fee which one of our correspondents informed us 
amounted to ten shillings less than the stamps which 
were to be paid for out of that fee, we might, perhaps, 
if not very gullable, conclude that he knew but little of 
the matter. Still we could scarcely have expected so 
extraordinary a proof of incompetence for the particular 
function in question, as this bankrupt has pol 9 He 
has, unquestionably, shown himself quite unequal to the 
task which he undertook, and it may be that that has 
partly to account for Mr, William Sladden’s present 
position, From what transpired on the 21st instant, it 
appears that “the bankrupt had executed no less than 
threet deeds of composition, the first bearing date the 
~*98ol. Jour. 103. 


t Previously stated to have been five in number—but that was not 
substantiated, 











23rd of November, 1863, the second, the 21st of March, 


1864, and the third, the 21st of June, 1864. All these - 


deeds proved to be bad in law, and eventually he was 
compelled to petition.” Difficulties innumerable have 
been met with in respect of composition deeds under 
the Bankruptcy Act, but this is one of the most remark- 
able illustrations of two well-known proverbs which has 
ever come under our notice. Verbum sapienti. 


On TvEsDAY LAST a special meeting of the Council of 
the Leeds Chamber of Commerce was held for an exa- 
mination of the Scotch bankruptcy law. A full consi- 
deration of its provisions left a conviction that, espe- 
cially as regards an effective system of realising the 
assets at the least expense, it is very superior to the 
system now in force in this country, and the council 
unanimously resolved to recommend to the Chamber to 
make an effort in the next session of Parliament to 
secure its adoption in England, 





Mr. CoMMISSIONER GOULBURN was applied to last 
week to recall or annul an order purporting to have 
been made by himself, but which, as appears from the 
notice of the case, which will be found in our last 
number, * was in fact made by Mr. Registrar Pepys, in 
the absence of the commissioner. By reference to the 
52nd section of the Bankruptey Act, 1861, and the 27th 
section of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, it will 
be clearly seen that, except in the absence of the Com- 
missioner from illness or other reasonable cause, the 
registrar of the court cannot act as deputy-commissioner, 
and that,even when acting as deputy, he has no power 
to commit or to hear a disputed adjudication or any 
question of the allowance or suspension of an order of 
discharge. Very little more need oe,said on this part of 
the question than was said by the learned counsel in 
reply to the commissioner — namely, that “consent 
cannot confer jurisdiction.” We would, however, call 
attention to a mode of transacting the formal business of 
the Court of Bankruptey—a mode which we fear pre- 
vails to some extent in other courts—which may, if 
not checked, lead sooner or later to great inconve- 
nience. We allude to cases in which “all parties 
consent.” Many people suppose that anything in 
the world will obtain the sanction of the Court, 
provided all parties consent to it, and that they have 
only to earry in their arrangement, whatever it may 
be, ready cut and dried, in order that the Court may 
act, Such a practice often leads to mistakes and end- 
less confusion, not to hint at something far worse, All 
forms imposed upon creditors and other suitors must 
be presumed to have originated for some special purpose, 
por therefore should not be set at nought without a 
careful review of the consequences. Now here is a case 
in point. When the summons in Re Zvans was heard 
by the registrar by consent of all parties, it is probable 
that no one concerned ever thought that a question 
could arise as to its validity. However, the order being 
objected to on its merits, and instructions to appeal 
having been laid before counsel, it was then for the 
first time discovered that the registrar in bankruptcy 
had no jurisdiction to hear the case, and that, in fact, this 
order was no order at all. No doubt it appeared ungra- 
cious to ask the commissioner to rescind an order which 
he had adopted under the circumstances ; but far worse 
would have been the fate both of the parties and their 
professional advisers had they carried this order before 
the Lord Chancellor knowing as they did its invalidity. 

We can conceive the pungeney and point with which 
his Lordship would have complained that he was un- 
able to do justice on the merits, because there was 
nothing before him on which he could found a valid 
judgment, and the expressions of regret as to wasted 
time and money with which he would have sent the case 
back to the commissioner, that an order might be made 
which could properly be made the subject of an appeal. 


* In Re Evans, 9 Sol. Jour. 237, 
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_ANOTHER LOOPHOLE for the escape of criminals has 
been brought to light, if we are to give credence to the 
report of a prosecution instituted in Manchester. From 
what has been stated, it appears that in the year 1862 
several committees were formed in the district of Hulme 
in Manchester, for the purpose of affording relief to the 
distressed operatives in that locality. A public meeting 
was held for the purpose of amalgamating these several 
committees. No less than forty-two gentlemen attended 
the meeting, and about £500 was subscribed, and a com- 
mittee appointed, of which a Mr. Payne afterwards ac- 
cepted the post of treasurer. An account was opened 
at the Union Bank and Mr. Payne received and dis- 
bursed money, and afterwards rendered accounts which 
are alleged not to include all the money he received ; in 
plain words, he is charged with having appropriated to 
his own use money belonging to the fund to the amount 
of £2,400. These being the alleged facts, # was con- 
tended that Mr. Payne was liable, first, for embezzle- 
ment; secondly, as a bailee; thirdly, as a fraudulent 
trustee ; or in one of these capacities. 

As regards embezzlement, Mr. Payne not being either 
a clerk or a servant, but a trustee of funds to which he 
himself was a contributor, could not commit that offence. 
As a common bailee, the case equally failed against him, 
inasmuch as it was admittedly not intended that he should 
hold the specific coins subscribed to the fund at the dis- 
position of the donors. Lastly, not being a trustee 
under any trust created by will or deed, he could not, 
supposing the facts to be as stated, be brought within the 
provisions of the Fraudulent Trustees’ Act, and so the 
magistrates dismissed the case. One of the results of the 
present very unsatisfactory system of legislation is here 
shown. Had all trustees, whether trustees of a cha- 
ritable fund, or any other of the mumerous classes com- 
prised within the legal definition of the word “ trustee,” 
been made punishable for such a fraud as is described ; 
or, better still, had the Act included all trustees generally 
and all cases of fraud by them, assigning various de- 
grees of punishment, as might be desired, and carefully 
abstaining from vicious interpretation clauses, 10 oppor- 
tunity would have been left for the appropriation of 
money by voluntary trustees with impunity—as it is, a 
fraud on the part of aman who holds under a certain 
class of document is a misdemeanour, and the identical 
same fraud on the part of a man who holds under a 
different class of document, is ground fora civil proceed- 
ing merely, ee 

THe case of the alleged illegal enlistment in the 
Shenandoah, which will be in the memory of our 
readers,* has since been removed into the Court of 
Queen’s Bench, by writ of certiorari, on the application 
of the defendant, Captain Corbett, on an affidavit stating 
that important questions of law on the Foreign Enlist- 
ment Act were likely to arise, and that it would be 
necessary to retain one of her Majesty’s Counsel or a 
serjeant-at-law, The fiat has been lodged at the Crown 
Office. - 

IN A FORMER NUMBER our readers will recollect that 
we explained the nature and present position of the 
Scotch process ad fundandam jurisdictionem in relation 
to the extraordinary action which Miss Longworth has 
brought in Scotland against the Saturday Review; and 
we now learn that the sum arrested is actually 10 more 
than £34! This raises a question which we believe has 
never yet been decided, and which, it will be recol- 
lected, was waived in the House of Lords in the ease 
we referred to in our former article. It would, indeed, 
he a subject of legitimate surprise, if not of offence, in 
this country, that by the attachment of such a sum as 
£34, the Scotch law can successfully assert its jurisdic- 
tion over the subject-matter of an action brought in 
such a manner against a resident Englishman, in which 
£3,000 damages are claimed, In the meantime, we are 








advised, and that the Solicitor-General of Scotland has 
taken the right course in requiring the pleadings to be 
closed, and issue joined, before the argument on the 
process of arrestment is taken. By such means the 
plaintiff is compelled to disclose her whole case in the 
first instance, and the contrast between her demand and 
the sum actually within the jurisdiction will thus suffi- 
ciently appear. We hope there is no ground to fear 
the ultimate pleading of a ves noviter, and we suppose 
the editor of the Saturday Review need not, like Major 
Yelverton, anticipate a reference to his oath. 





On Monbay Last a scene took place in the Rolls 
Court of a nature to startle, if not enliven, the practi- 
tioners there. While the case of Zbdett v. Bell, which 
has acquired a reputation in that court almost rivalling 
the fame of Lord v. Colvin, before Vice-Chancellor Kin- 
dersley, Was proceeding for the thirtieth time or there- 
abouts, the plaintiff, a widow lady, “dressed in the 
height of fashion, entered the Rolls Chapel-yard, and 
standing opposite the court door, raised a most un- 
earthly howl, and in a loud voice proclaimed that she 
had been robbed of her money, and demanded its 
restoration.” 

An apparition so unusual, in a shape so little conso- 
nant with the genius loci, naturally caused a temporary 
interruption of business, and judge, counsel, solicitors, 
court-keepers, and all, gazed in a sort of paralysed asto- 
nishment at the vociferating femality. Possibly the 
“mighty awe” which her sudden appearance seemed to 
have produced, saved her from disagreeable conse- 
quences ; for after a minute or two of vociferation she 
was permitted to retire, unthreatened with any of the 
penalties which, had the Master of the Rolls not been 
the most awe-struck—or the most good-natured—of 
judges, would have assuredly followed so gross a con- 
tempt of court. _ 





WE HAVE MUCH PLEASURE in being enabled to state, 
on authority, that reports respecting the dangerous state 
of Master Warren’s health are incorrect. It is quite 
true that some time since he was seriously ill, but we 
hear that he has so far recovered as to have returned to 
the active discharge of his official duties—so much so 
that he has recently undertaken an official journey of 
several hundred miles, 

THE APPOINTMENT OF RICHARD GRIFFITHS WELFORD, 
Esy., to be the new county court judge for the Birming- 
ham district,* is one which will be joyfully hailed by a 
large section of the Bar, not only from good feeling te- 
wards the very estimable and deserving gentleman thus 
selected for promotion, but still more, because it affords 
a precedent for the promotion of a junior barrister ee 
tising inchancery. Hitherto it has been felt, and with ap- 
parent justice, that a gentleman after whose name ap- 
peared in the Law List the mystic letters “conv. and 
eq. dr.” need not expect ever to be favoured with a 
judicial appointment, unless indeed he were of that rare 
stuff which may hope to be formed some day into an 
attorney-general. Short of a vice-chancellorship, hope- 
lessly beyond the reach of the vast majority, there was 
nothing for them, while their coevals practising on the 
other side of Westminster Hall, were enjoying recorder- 
ships, commissionerships, county court tlanaen revis- 
ing-barristerships, et hoe genus omne. 

Nous avons (that is the Lord Chancellorhas) changé tout 
cela. The new county court judge was called to the bar 
hy the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple on the 
3rd May, 1839, and shortly afterwards settled down into 
a quiet but steady practice, principally as a conveyancer, 
Even latterly, though those with whom he came in con- 
tact professionally could not but acknowledge the depth 
and accuracy of his attainments, he showed but little, 
comparatively speaking, in court, and that little princi- 


given to understand that the Saturday Review is well | pally in connection with questions of conveyancing, in 





* 9 Sol. Jour. 233. 


“99 Sol. Jour, 239. 
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which he had a large and lucrative practice. He was 
appointed one of the commissioners to inquire into the 
corrupt practices at Gloucester some years since. 

We cannot speak with too great satisfaction, either of 
the principle involved in the Font Chancellor’s selection 
—the principle of seeking out merit rather than accept- 
ing prominence—or of the particular instance which has 
been chosen for its exemplification. 

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL FOR IRELAND has followed 
the course which we prognosticated,* and prevailed on 
the Government to put him into the vacant seat on the 
Bench of the Common Pleas. He is of course sueceeded 
by Mr. Lawson, the Solicitor-General; but the latter 
office has not yet been filled up. Mr. Serjeant Sullivan 
is still first favorite, but there are not wanting those, 
on both sides of the water, who think that the charms 
of a seat for Clare County will outweigh the claims of 
the Law-Advisership. Time will tell. 








DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT WITH CREDITORS. 
III. 
(Continued from p. 180.) 

That a deed, to be binding under section 192 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, must not only be for the benefit of all the 
creditors, but for the equal benefit of all, is a principle of 
such obvious justice that it has hardly been contested in 
any of the cases which have arisen under that section. 
In Ev parte Cockburn, 33 L. J. Bkey. 19, 12 W. R. 673, 
the principle was laid down and explained by the Lord 
Chancellor as follows: —* To render a deed of composition 
and release binding on the minority of the creditors who 
have not executed or assented to or approved of it in 
writing, it is necessary that the non-assenting creditors 
should stand, under the deed, in the same situation and 
with the same advantages as the creditors forming the 
majority. The 192nd section enacts that the creditors 
who have not assented are to be bound as if they were 
parties to, and had duly executed, the deed. It follows 
that the provisions of the deed must be such as will 
apply to all the creditors, without distinction or differ- 
ence.” The principle thus laid down has been affirmed 
in numerous other decisions, though considerable difli- 
culty has sometimes been felt in determining whether, 
in particular cases, it has been violated. Thus, in Ding- 
wall vy. Edwards, 33. J. Q. B. 161, 12 W. R. 597, the 
Court of Queen’s Bench was equally divided upon the 
question whether, on the true construction of the deed, 
then brought before the Court, all the creditors were 
substantially benefited alike. That deed, which pur- 
ported to be made between the debtor of the one part, 
and “all and every the creditors and creditor” of the 
debtor of the other part, recited an agreement by the 
creditors to accept a composition at the rate of twelve 
shillings in the pound, to be paid by instalments, and to 
be secured by promissory notes of the debtor, and an in- 
stulment of two shillings in the pound in cash at or im- 
mediately before the execution of the deed, and that the 
creditors should execute such a release to the debtor as 
should be binding on all the creditors, pursuant to the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1861. The deed then witnessed that, 
in consideration of the premises, and of the delivery to 
the creditors of the said promissory notes, and of the 
payment to the creditors, on their execution thereof, of 
two shillings in the pound (which delivery and payment 
the creditors thereby acknowledged), the creditors re- 
leased the debtor from all actions, suits, kc. The Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice Crompton being of opinion that the 
composition provided for by this deed was secured to 
those creditors only who should execute it, held that the 
decd was not binding on a dissentient creditor. Mr. 
Justice Blackburn and Mr. Justice Mellor were, however, 
of a contrary opinion, deeming that, on the true construc- 
tion of the deed, it did not exclude from its benefits non- 
executing creditors. It will be observed that there was 


* 9 Sol. Jour., 210, 











here no difference of opinion in principle between the 
several members of the Court, the only difference being 
as to the true construction of the particular deed before 
them. 

Any unquestionable pecuniary advantage given to one 
class of creditors over the rest will, beyond doubt, render 
a deed bad. A provision, for example, empowering the 
trustees to pay all creditors under £10 in full, or to make 
such arrangement with them as might be deemed ex- 
pedient, has been held to invalidate a deed (Leigh v. 
Pendlebury, 38 L. J. C. P. 172, 12 W. R. 468). The Lord 
Chancellor had, in the previous case of Hx parte Spyer, 
32 L. J. Bkey. 62, 11 W. R. 1008, pronounced such a pro- 
vision bad, but, under the peculiar circumstances of that 
case, he held (on grounds which we shall have to con- 
sider under our next head) that the clause in question 
might be rejected, and the rest of the deed sustained. 

Again, it is not pecuniary inequality only which willin- 
validate a deed. If any of the creditors have better 
security provided for them, or greater facility for obtain- 
ing payment of their dividends afforded them, the deed 
will equally be bad. In Hv parte Cockburn; Re Smith 
and Laxton, to which we have already referred, the two 
deeds oy which judgment was pronounced were made 
between the debtor of the first part, the creditors whose 
names and seals were subscribed and set in the schedule 
thereunder written of the second part, and all other (if 
any) the creditors of the said debtor of the third part. 
After reciting that the debtor was indebted to the parties 
of the second part, and to other parties, and had proposed 
to pay to the whole of his creditors a composition of 
threepence in the pound, and that the persons whose 
names and seals were thereto subscribed and set had 
agreed to accept the composition and release the debtor, 
it was witnessed that, in consideration of the composition 
of threepence in the pound on the amount of their respee- 
tive debts, as mentioned in the schedule, paid by the debtor 
to the several parties of the second part, and of the cove- 
nant of the debtor thereinafter contained, they released 
the debtor from the sums set opposite their names in the 
schedule. The deed further contained a covenant with 
the parties of the second and third parts to pay to all and 
singular the existing ereditors of the debtor, including the 
parties of the second part, unless the same should have 
been paid them, at the date of the deed, a composition of 
threepence in the pound. At the hearing before the 
Lord Chancellor, it appeared that in Smith's case, besides 
the names of the creditors who had executed the deed, 
there were inserted in the schedule the names of some 
creditors who had not executed it, whilst others of the 
non-executing creditors were not named in the schedule 
at all. Under these circumstances, the Lord Chancellor 
held the deed bad, on grounds which he stated thus:— 
“Tt appears that the creditors who have not executed the 
deed, and those who are not named in the schedule, are 
placed in a situation very inferior to that of the ma- 
jority of the creditors. 'To the latter, the composition is 
paid down in hand, while the former have to rely on the 
covenant. But further, it is clear that the ereditors who 
are not named and described in the schedule, and have not 
executed the deed, could not sue upon the covenant of the 
debtor. . . . Again, the creditors whose names and 
debts are not set forth in the schedule, are under a great 
disadvantage in this respect—namely, that there is no ad- 
mission by the debtor of the debts due to them respec- 
tively. Even, therefore, if any one of such creditors 
could now come in and execute the deed, and sue upon 
the covenant, he would be under the necessity of proving 
the fact and amount of his debt.” At the time this 
judgment was pronounced, it was supposed that the facts 
in Lartow's case and Smith’s case were precisely similar; 
but the Chancellor's attention being afterwards called to 
the fact that in Zarton’s ease all the non-executing 
creditors were named in the schedule, a re-argument was 
directed. In the judgment subsequently delivered, how- 
ever, the learned judge adhered to the opinion “ that even 
if the deed had been framed with greater skill, and had 
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piven to the creditors who had not executed it a clear 
right of suing upon the covenant, yet the covenant, being 
contrasted with immediate payment, would place these 
creditors in a situation of disadvantage and inequality 
as compared with the other creditors; and, consequently, 
that it would be impossible, upon the principle of con- 
structive execution, to make the deed binding on the 
creditors who have not actually executed it.” 

It would seem, however, that it is sufficient if there be 
substantial equality in the benefits given to the several 
creditors, and that a deed will not be invalid merely 
because it does not place assenting and non-assenting 
creditors in precisely the same position. The remarks 
made on this point by Blackburn, J., in the case of 
Dingwall v. Edwards, cited above, are well worthy of 
attention. That learned judge there said—*“ It seems to 
me that all the Act can reasonably be supposed to 
require is, that the non-assenting creditors should have 
secured to them, in substance, the same advantages as 
are given to the assenting creditors. The debtor cannot, 
I think, be bound to do impossibilities, and put the 
recalcitrant creditor, who will not accept the composition 
offered, and will not execute the deed, in precisely the 
sane situation as the creditors who are willing to do 
both. We ought not to insert, by implication, a condition 
in the Bankruptcy Act, the fulfilment of which would be, 
if not impossible, so difficult as to defeat the operation of 
the Act, and render it impracticable to make a good com- 
position deed; and I think that if we held a composition 
deed invalid unless the non-assenting creditor was in 
every respect precisely and literally in the same position 
as the executing creditor, we should do so.” There is 
undoubtedly great force in these observations, and the 
difficulty pointed out by the learned judge has evidently 
been felt in many of the cases. In Lv parte Cockburn, 
for instance, the covenant to pay to all the creditors the 
composition paid to those who executed, was evidently an 
expedient, though an unsuccessful one, adopted for the 
purpose of meeting this difficulty. The Lord Chancellor 
there suggested that if the names and debts of all the 
non-assenting creditors had been included in the sche- 
dules to the deed, and the composition on their debts had 
been deposited for them in a bank, or with a trustee, 
with directions to pay the amount on demand, and if the 
debtor had covenanted with the persons named in such 
schedules that they, or the trustees on their behalf, would 
pay such composition, it might reasonably have been 
contended that all the creditors were, “as far as possible,” 
placed in a situation of equality. Even if the course 
thus pointed out had been adopted, the non-assenting 
creditors would not have been in precisely the same 
position as those who assented to the deed, since they 
would have been subject to certain risks and difficulties 
from which those who got the cash composition in 
hand were free. But there would, no doubt, have 
been, for all practical purposes, substantial equality 
between them. The result of the cases may, perhaps, be 
stated thus:—The intention of the debtor must be to put 
all the creditors on a footing of equality, and this inten- 
tion must be carried out (to use the words of the Lord 
Chancellor) “ as far as possible;” that is, as faras can be 
done, having regard to the fact that the non-assenting 
creditors refuse to come in and execute the deed, or 
aceept the benefits it offers. 

(To be continued.) 


INFANTS AND JURIES. 

Although the rule of law which regulates what is 
necessary for an infant, is capable of being laid down 
with tolerable accuracy as regards the theory upon 
which it is based; and although the cases which bear 
upon this subject are numerous and well defined, yet it 
is seen in practice that the principles which have directed 
the judicial mind in its endeavours to mete out equal 
justice between infants and those who claim to have 
supplied them with necessaries, do not receive, in every 





case, from the practically charged with the administration 
of the law, the consideration which is ordinarily accorded 
to acknowledged precedents. 

The universal competition which exists among trades- 
men of every class leads them into the habit of giving 
credit in many instances in which, but for the proba- 
bility that the customer would go to some other establish- 
ment, their better judgment would compel them to re- 
quire ready money. This is especially the case at the 
universities, where large numbers of young men under 
age are placed in a position which often induces, as it 
were, a rivalry in supplying themselves with costly 
articles, a rivalry which is supported too frequently on 
credit given, not so much to the youth himself as to the 
reputation for wealth which his friends and family have. 
No one is able to tell what encouragement this system 
has received from the fact that the debts of many a 
youth are discharged by his friends, but the cases in 
which claims made for payment for articles of doubtful 
necessity have been resisted, lead us to suppose that those 
in which they are complied with, must be extremely 
numerous. Apart from that phase of the question which 
concerns the moral tone of the rising generation, there 
are two notable features which pervade actions brought 
for the supply of necessaries to persons under age: . 
one—the remarkably expansive nature of the term 
“ necessaries "in different cases; and the other—the fact 
that in these actions we have numerous instances of the 
perversity of juries, and of their unwillingness to give a 
verdict for the defendant. 

On the 7th of November last two cases were reported 
in the daily press, which are instances in point; in the 
one case, articles, absolutely superfluous, were declared 
to be necessaries, and in the other case, the question was 
whether a zinc-bending machine is a necessary. In the 
case of Foster and Another v. Gammon, counsel applied 
to the Court for a rule to set aside the verdict, and for a 
new trial on the ground that the verdict was against the 
evidence. The plaintiffs were tailors and drapers at Ban- 
bury, and sought to recover the sum of £56 4s. 6d. for goods 
supplied. The defendant had paid £23 12s. into court, 
and as to the remainder pleaded infancy, and that the 
articles were not necessaries. At the trial before Mr. 
Justice Shee, at Oxford, the jury found a verdict for the 
plaintiff. The defendant was the son of a deceased trades- 
man at Birmingham, and had been placed with a farmer 
near Oxford, for the purpose of learning the business of 
farming, and in the course of a very few months, he ran 
up a bill to the amount now claimed by the plaintiffs. 
By their verdict, the Oxford jury had declared their 
opinion that a blue Melton hunting coat, two pairs of 
kersey racing breeches, with buckles, two white silk 
racing caps, a crimson silk racing jacket, with silk sleeves, 
seven pairs of mauve Paris kid gloves, and a velvet hat 
and box, are necessaries for a young gentleman under 
twenty-one years of age who is learning farming as a 
means of getting his living, and who has no property of 
his own, but whose mother is described as being in easy 
circumstances. The Lord Chief Baron granted a rule 
nisi, which was in the end* not made absolute, the 
plaintiff consenting to reduce the damages by £20; but 
our present business is with the verdict of the Ox- 
ford jury, which may fairly be considered a type 
of its class. In Selwyn’s Nisi Prius the author says, 
“The law permits an infant to bind himself, either by 
simple contract, or single bill, for necessaries—namely, 
necessary meat, drink, apparel, physic, instruction, and 
the like, and an infant is capable of entering into 
a contract, not merely for necessaries for ready 
money, but into any reasonable contract for neces- 
saries, although he may have an income allowed 
to him sufficient to supply him with necessaries. Hence 
it frequently becomes a question, what are necessaries?” 
3y what standard, or on what principle are we to de- 
cide the question in this case? Are the articlesenumerated 
necessary for any person except one whose business it is 
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to ride races? Supposing that question be answered in 
in the affirmative, we would next ask whether a youth 
learning farming is entitled to them as necessary. In 
Hands v. Glaney, 8 T. R. 578, it was laid down by Lord 
Kenyon, C.J., that the term necessaries is a relative term, 
according to the infant’s station in life; and in Ford v. 
Fothergill, 1 Esp. 212, it is laid down by the same 
learned authority, that “all such articles as are purely 
ornamental are not necessary, and are to be rejected, 
because they cannot be requisite to anyone; and for 
such matters an infant cannot therefore be made re- 
sponsible. But if they are not strictly of this description, 
then the question arises whether they were bought for 
the necessary use of the party, in order to support him- 
self properly in the degree, state, and station of life, in 
which he moved; if they were, for such articles an infant 
may be responsible, and it is for the jury to decide 
whether the articles are of such a description or not.” 

One might easily understand a jury of horse-jockeys 
by an ingenious process of reasoning to bring themselves 
to think the articles above described as necessary, but 
it is simple perversity or worse in a jury of Oxford trades- 
men to say that horse breeding and horse dealing 
may or can be part of the business of a farmer, And sup- 
pose them, by a somewhat perverted ingenuity, to hold 
that his presence in the hunting field, and, perhaps, 
his active joining in the sports of the race-course, are ne- 
cessary in his presumed capacity of a breeder of and dealer 
in horses; can it be urged that, therefore, a hunting coat 
and racing clothes are requisite for those purposes ? The 
question is, were these articles purely ornamental, and in 
that sense superfluous, or were they, according to the 
degree and station in life of the defendant, such as the 
law would consider necessary? Of course they were 
purely ornamental, it cannot be contended for a moment 
that anything beyond a pair of breeches and boots need 
be added to a man’s ordinary clothing to fit him for any 
duty which may be required of a horseman; and, were 
it otherwise, the expensive articles in question would 
scarcely have been suitable to the defendant’s station in 
life. 

At the sittings at Nisi Prius, in London, before Mr. 
Justice Willes, the case of Cowan v. King was heard on 
the same day. The plaintiff was an engineer at Green- 
wich, and he claimed from the defendant, who was in the 
same line of business, the sum of £41 9s. 6d. for the 
price of a zinc-plate bending machine, and for some work 
done. The defendant pleaded that he was an infant 
when the contract was entered into, but counsel stated 
that he had been engaged in business for some years, and 
was at least thirty yearsold. The plaintiff did not appear 
before the jury, and it having been proved in evidence 
that he had admitted the debt and promised payment, a 
verdict was returned for the plaintiff for the amount 
claimed. Had the question—whether a zinc-plate bend- 
ing machine is necessary for an infant, so that he can 
bind himself by a contract for the purchase of one—been 
gone into, we believe the decision must have been against 
its being necessary. The learned author of the text-book 
before quoted, says “ contracts entered into by infants for 
the maintenance of their trade, are not binding on them. 
This rule has been established for the protection of in- 
fants against improvident acts, and that they may not 
incur losses by trading.” Soin Dilk v. Reaghiley, 2 Esp. 
480, where an action for work and labour, in which the 
defendant pleaded infancy, it appeared that the plaintiff 
was a writing painter, and the defendant a painter and 
glazier, and the work done by the plaintiff was painting 
and gilding letters for the defendant’s customers. Lord 
Kenyon, C.J. said “ the law would not allow an infant to 
trade, therefore an action could not be maintained against 
him for work done in the course of it.” True it is well 
that infants should be protected from improvident con- 
tracts made by them, but on the other hand, where, as in 
Conan v. King, the infant is well-established in business, 
some consideration ought to be given to this fact, and if 
an infant has shown his physical capacity to trade on his 
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own account, some relaxation of thisrule in respcct of 
articles required for carrying on his trade or business 
ought to be admitted, to bring it into accordance with 
reason and common sense. 

It is not necessary to remind our readers that almost 
every article which would come under the denomination 
of a personal ornament or trinket, has at one time or 
another been pronounced by the verdict of a jury a 
necessary article for an infant, but on the other hand 
it must not be forgotten, that although the general rule 
before referred to allows that things are necessary or 
not necessary according to the degree, state, and station 
in life of the infant, yet that every particular case must 
be decided by its own special circumstances. Many ele- 
ments enter into this question of degree, the chiefest of 
which will be found to be the income the infant now has, 
and the position he will in future occupy after coming 
of age. It has been decided that liveries for a servant 
are necessaries for an infant holding a captain’s commis- 
sion in the army, but in the same case it was held that 
cockades for his troop were not necessaries. 

As before observed, the verdict given by the Oxford 
jury in the case of Foster v. Gammon, is only the type 
of a class, and as such is not remarkable, and could not 
have been unexpected by those who have given their 
attention to the subject. We had occasion recently * to 
refer to the perversity of juries, and to the miscarriage 
of justice which often occurs in consequence of verdicts 
founded on prejudice. Men in trade, especially at the 
universities, know well how difficult it is to refuse credit 
to a youth whose friends trust him with liberty to spend 
money for himself, and who is thus left to incur such 
liabilities as his extravagant habits may prompt him to ; 
how easily offence is given by the remotest hint of ex- 
pectation of a ready money transaction, and how com- 
petition serves as an encouragement to the reckless 
tradesmen to run any risk rather than lose a customer. 
These considerations and others of a kindred nature, are 
the cause of so many of the youth of the rising generation 
being permitted to incur a weight of debt which serves as 
a clog to their whole future career. Why then is not 
something done to prevent this great evil, and to raise the 
standard of morals in the rising generation? It is because 
the interests of tradesmen all tend in a contrary direction, 
and they are chiefly the class from which common juries 
are taken. What avails the sanctity of the oath taken 
by jurymen, if they are, with rare exceptions, to give a 
verdict for the plaintiffs in these cases? What avails our 
boast that trial by jury is, among the institutions of our 
country, one of the great safeguards of our freedom, if 
such perverse verdicts are continually recorded? Far 
better were it that some new mode of trial, even if it were 
akin to some of the old barbarous methods, should be re- 
sorted to, than that the ends of justice should be thwarted 
by the combinations of an interested class. Unless juries 
show signs of being able to discharge, with discretion and 
faithfulness, the trust committed to them, it will be 
nécessary, before long, so to alter their constitution as 
that some rectifying element may te introduced into 
their composition. When men cease to understand that 
such verdicts are unjust, and begin to substitute might 
for right, they are in a state of mental blindness which 
precludes them from forming a judgment, and the sooner 
they are removed from a position which makes them 
arbiters of the rights of their fellows the better it will 
be for the credit of the State, and of the law which has 
been scandalised. 





ATTORNEYS’ CERTIFICATE DUTY. 

Our readers will have perceived by our last numbert 
that the attorneys of Cork have taken up the agitation 
against this iniquitous tax, and have thereby set a most 
commendable example to their brethren throughout the 
country. There cannot be a greater mistake than to sup- 
pose that a question of this kind can be safely or properly 
left in the hands of the great metropolitan societies ; it 

~ * 8 Sol, Jour. 833, «+ 9 Sol, Jow —— 
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is, indeed, their duty and privilege to inaugurate any 
movement in which the profession generally are in- 
terested ; but they have neither the power nor, perhaps, 
the inclination to supply the want of vigorous efforts 
throughout the country generally. 

The Cork Law Society has set an excellent example to 
their brethren throughout the United Kingdom, and one 
which we hope to see followed—it cannot be improved 
upon—in all the leading towns in England and Ireland. 

We remark, moreover, that the meeting in question 
confined itself strictly to the admitted grievance of 
this tax, without straying into the far more question- 
able matter opened by their metropolitan brethren.* 

We take this opportunity of acknowledging and re- 
ferring to Mr. Ellis’s letter to us on this subject, which 
has already appeared in our columns.t It appears that 
we were misled by the newspaper reports into thinking 
that the debate on this particular question was ad- 
journed at the adjournment of the meeting; that was 
not the case, the resolutions were passed at the first meet- 
ing—* passed unanimously” says Mr. Ellis—but, as re- 
gards the second resolution, that can only mean “ without 
a division,” as any one who will take the trouble to refer 
to the speeches of Mr. Macrory and others, as reported in 
the Daily Express of the next day, will readily per- 
ceive. 

We are not convinced by Mr. Ellis’s letter that the 
supervision of the Benchers in Ireland, consisting, as they 
do, almost exclusively of judges and other high func- 
tionaries, is any greater hardship to the profession than 
is the similar control exercised by the judges here; still 
less that into the composition of such a body as Mr. Ellis 
himself admits the Bench to be, any element of a repre- 
sentative nature could be properly infused. The ques- 
tion is, however, quite distinct from, and foreign to, the 
opposition to the poll-tax, and we only allude to it to de- 
precate any attempt to connect the two questions together, 
which can only have the effect, first, of alienating many 
persons, strong opponents of the tax, but who are not 
similarly affected towards the authority of the judges; 
and, secondly, of provoking the hostility of a very power- 
fal body, from whose members, if not roused to antagonism 
by personal interest, much very efficient assistance might 
be reasonably expected. 

We trust, therefore, that forgetting or neglecting 
for the present all other and minor causes, or supposed 
causes, of complaint, and determining first of all to get rid 
of an obnoxious class impost, the attorneys and solicitors 
of the United Kingdom, both individually by pressure upon 
their several representatives in Parliament, and collectively 
through their societies, by meetings, by petitions to Par- 
liament, by motions to be made on their behalf in the 
House of Commons, to which body questions of taxation so 
especially belong, and by every other legitimate means 
in their power, will continue the agitation once more set 
on foot, and never relax their exertions until they are 
crowned with that success which has always attended 
honest persevering struggles, even in cases of claims not 
s0 obviously founded on justice as the present. 


THE LAW OF BANKRUPTCY—REPORT OF THE 
COMMITTEE. 
Il. 
(Continued from page 195.) 

We resume our analysis with those parts of the evidence 
that contrast proceedings in bankruptcy with the admi- 
nistration of estates by the court of chancery. 

On this point Mr. C. E. Lewis was examined by Mr. 
Lowe to the following effect:—Q. “What changes would 
you suggest in the law of bankruptcy, which would, if 
carried out, make it a preferable manner of winding-up 
large estates to the present plan of private arrangement?” 
A. “TI should be inclined very much to adopt the sugges- 
tion contained in the question of the Attorney-General 
the other day, that the mode of administering the estates 

* 9 Sol. Jour, 139, +9 Sol. Jour, 199, 








of deceased persons in chancery may be applied, with very 
few alterations, to the due administration of estates in 
bankruptcy over a certain amount. I think that the only 
difficulty would be one of expense in the smaller class of 
estates.”—Q. “Would it diminish the expense of wind- 
ing up estates?”—A. “In the large cases I think it 
would. Under the present system you have several per- 
sons to pay. You have the solicitor, to whom you would 
have to pay no more under the system referred to than 
under the present system ; probably a bill might be in- 
creased in one particular and decreased in another; but I 
think that the result would be the same to the solicitor?” 
—Q. “ Would there not be a great many more applica- 
tions to the court than there are now?”—A. “'Theie 
might be, but a solicitor under the present system is able 
to make up a very handsome bill of costs out of a large 
estate. He has nothing to do but to act as solicitor to the 
creditor’s assignee, and he is unchecked to a great extent, 
whereas he is not in chancery.”—Q. “ You think that it 
would not increase the solicitor’s expenses, although there 
might be more applications?”—A. “ Not substantially, I 
think. There might in some cases be an increase, but 
in others a decrease.’”—Q. “ Would it not make the neces- 
sary expenses larger?”—A. “I think not.”—Q. “ Doyou 
consider that the official assignee might be dispensed 
with?”—A. “ As regards the recovering the money.”—Q. 
“Could he be dispensed with altogether?”—A. “That is 
an inquiry which comes upon me rather by surprise; but 
I see no difficulty, knowing the security with which 
money is administered in the Court of Chancery 
by the Accountant-General, who receives no commission.” 
The Attorney-General asked of Mr. Lewis whether there 
was not in chancery “the means of knowing what ought 
to have been received ?”—A. “Undoubtedly ; one is 
placed against the other, and it is placed against the 
other not only by the creditors themselves, but by the 
oath, which deals with receipts and non-receipts posi- 
tively.” Mr. Roebuck—* Under the present Act, is any 
such process practicable ?”—A. “I do not think that, 
under the present system, it would be practicable to in- 
troduce all those improvements; there is an unfortunate 
mixture of the administrative with the judicial.” The 
Attorney-General—* Is there any good reason why these 
payments should go through the hands of the official 
assignee? Might not a system be adopted similar to that 
which is followed in Chancery ?”—A. “Yes.”—Q. “ Upon 
the cheque of one officer ?”—A. “ Yes.” Mr. Roebuck 
—‘You have stated a great many objections to the 
present system. Have you, in your own mind, formed 
anything like a consecutive view of the improvements to 
be made ?”—-A. “I am much in favour of adopting the 
mode of administration in chancery, and I think, with 
very slight alterations, that would get over the adminis- 
trative difficulty of the present law. With regard to the 
trust deed clauses, if there is to be an administration out 
of court, I think I have stated the objections that occur 
to the present system, and the remedies that might be 
applied. I would test the validity of the deed before it 
was registered, and once registered I would not allow it 
to be attacked except in case of positive fraud.” 

Mr. E. Lawrance, whose name has already appeared more 
than once in connection with this subject, examined by 
the chairman—Q. “ Are you conversant with the system 
of winding up the estates of deceased persons in 
chancery ?”—A. “Yes; but I do not think that 
that analogy applies. In the one case you are deal- 
ing with a live man, probably with a view to punish- 
ment, whereas, with the deceased person, you are 
simply dealing with the assets, and ascertaining who the 
creditors are.”—Q. “If every step is to be taken under 
the orders of the Court, must not that increase the ex- 
pense of the winding-up?”—A. “I do not think that the 
expenses would be less than they are in bankruptcy. 
For the receiver, I should put the official assignee; for 
the chief clerk, the registrar; and for the judge, the 
commissioner in bankruptcy.”—Q. “We are told that 
one difference is, that, in the Court of Bankruptcy, there 
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are fewer applications. Is it not the fact that in chan- 
zery you have the assistance of the Court where you do 
not want it, in the most bona fide as in the most mala 
Jide cases ?”—A. “If you deal with the mass of cases in 
bankruptcy, as compared with the few in chancery, I 
think that the analogy will hardly hold. If the same 
amount of business were transacted in chancery as in 
bankruptcy, every avenue to the courts would be 
crowded.” 

Mr. Commissioner Holroyd examined by the chairman 
—Q. “Evidence has been given to the effect that it 
would be a great improvement if, in bankruptcy proceed- 
ings, a system were adopted analagous to that which pre- 
vails in the Court of Chancery; it is said that in chan- 
cery everything is under the control of the judge, and 
that he has the control of all the proceedings of his 
chief clerk; are not the proceedings, to a considerable 
extent, under the control of the commissioners ?”—A. 
“There is this material difference, that in chancery 
there are litigant parties to see to the prosecution of each 
case until it comes to an end.”—Q. “The case put in the 
Court of Chancery was that of administering the estate 
of a deceased person, and large assets ?”—A. If it bea 
deceased debtor’s estate, I do not know why the mode 
which operates best for administering such an estate 
should not operate advantageously in administering the 
estate of a bankrupt debtor.”—Q. “It is said that it may 
be done more economically ?”—A. “That I do not know. 
A return made to the commissioners in 1854 showed the 
comparative working of the two systems in a particular 
case, and I think the result was greatly in favour of the 
chancery administration; but, as against that, it was 
observed that the solicitor in the chancery case did the 
work which was done by the official assignee in the bank- 
ruptey case, and the solicitors’ bills were not taken into 
account in comparing the charge of administering the 
estates. The Court of Bankruptcy being self-supporting, 
axcounted for some fees which were not in the chancery 
ease, and which were abolished by the late Act. 

While the evidence of Mr. Holroyd inclines but 
slightly in favour of the chancery system of administer- 
ing assets, Mr. I", J. Reed is a staunch advocate of a con- 
tinuance of the present bankruptcy system. He says— 
“The practice in the Vice-Chancellor’s courts entails, I 
think, even more expense than bankruptcy does at present. 
You have more formality there than you have in bank- 
ruptey, and all formal applications are attended with 
expense; you certainly have more delay. I consider that 
the 110th section of the present Act is a most valuable 
one. The principle of that section is, in cases where 
creditors have grounds of complaint against their debtor, 
to leave them to be dealt with before the commissioner, 
who adjudicates on their grounds of complaint, but to 
allow the creditors themselves to deal with the assets, out 
of the Court of Bankruptcy.” 

Ina letter from Mr. Hume, chief clerk to the Master of 
the Rolls, and published in an appendix to the blue- 
book, there are cited three cases of administration in 
chancery, as examples of the general expedition and 
economy of that court. In the first case the will was 
proved in September, 1852, and the whole estate was 
administered in June, 1853. The property amounted 
to £4,694, and the costs of administration were 
£153 15s. 10d. In the second case, the will was proved 
in February, 1859; in August, 1861, the suit was wound 
up; the property amounted to £13,628, and the costs of 
the suit were £156 18s. In the third case, a summons 
was issued on the 9th of July, 1854; an order on further 
consideration, in court, was made in April, 1856, direct- 
ing, inter alia, the sale of estates. The suit was finally 
wound up in April, 1858. The property amounted to 
£70,000, and the costs of administration (there being 
seven solicitors) were £1,131. These are given by the 
chief clerk, not as model, but average, examples, The 
costs of administering twelve other administration cases 
averaged only three per cent. on the assets. 

Whatever view may be taken of the relative merits of 





the rival methods of procedure, it must be obvious that 
the existence of two different systems of process for the 
same purpose—i. ¢., the division of a debtor’s property 
amongst those entitled to it, is in itself proof of an im- 
perfection in our legal machinery (for it cannot be sug- 
gested that any difference in this respect arises from the 
fact that one debtor is dead, and the other still alive), 
while it at the same time suggests an easy remedy for 
this anomaly. 

An eclectic amalgamation of the two systems is the 
obvious cure for the evil. Both systems cannot be each 
the most efficacious for administration. Let us then 
weed out of the chancery system the delays and obstruc- 
tions (if any such there be) which are such a bugbear to 
some of the committee and witnesses, and add to it the 
power of examination of the bankrupt or other debtor, if 
living, freeing the actual administration as much as pos- 
sible from judicial interference, and reducing the func- 
tions of the Court, whether of chancery or bankruptcy, 
as far as practicable to the adjustment of disputes and 
differences, and then apply this system of administration 
indiscriminately to all admittedly insolvent estates, be 
the court in which they are to be administered called by 
what name it may. Thus, and thus only, can we look 
for a satisfactory system of administration, and in this 
manner we might fairly look for it either by means of 
an improved procedure in the existing courts, or, perhaps 
more effectually still, by substituting for both a court of 
general administration. 

That such a court need not, if instituted, inflict on the 
country any further burden in the shape of cost, is a 
proposition which we shali hereafter endeavour to es- 
tablish, 








COMMON LAW. 


PETITIONS OF RIGHT. 
Tobin v. The Queen, C. P., 12 W. RB. 838, 

Since the passing of the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 34, petitions 
of right have much increased in number, and it has be- 
come more necessary than it was, before the passing of 
that Act, to ascertain with accuracy the circumstances 
under which they are likely to be attended with success, 
and those under which they will be rejected. The learned 
and elaborate judgment of Erle, C.J., in the principal 
case, will be found to contain a very full exposition of 
the law on the subject, and to furnish a valuable guide 
to all who may have to advise on the expediency of pre- 
senting such petitions. We now propose to lay before 
our readers the chief grounds on which the judgment in 
that case was based. We believe that the limitations 
which, in the opinion of the Court of Common Pleas, 
should be imposed on the subject’s right to sue the 
Sovereign for compensation, are necessary and just. It 
is very desirable that “no wrong should be left without 
remedy,” but it is equally desirable that vexatious and 
frivolous demands should not be idly preferred against 
the Crown. 

First, a petition of right does not lie to recover un- 
liquidated damages for a mere wrong supposed to have 
been done by the King. The recent statute, it should be 
observed, has only altered the form of procedure to be 
adopted by applicants who resort to a petition of right, 
but leaves the law relating to the subjects, for which the 
petition can be maintained, unaltered. Now, both on 
principle and on the old authorities it is well established 
that the “ King can do no wrong.” Any personal act of 
his the law will presume to be right; and, if he com- 
mand any of his servants to do a wrong, that is not a 
wrong in the Sovereign himself; for, if the command be 
unlawful, it is in reality no command at all; the servant 
need not perform it, and, if he does, it is at his own peril, 
and the maxim respondcat superior will not apply. “The 
King,” says Bracton—and the words are strong proof 
that the monarchy of England was limited even in the 
days of the headstrong Plantageneta—‘can do nothing 
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hein what he may do by dew. ss ‘Tena C oke (2 Inst, 186) 
writes to the same effect. “ Markham (the chief justice) 
said to Edward IV. that the King could not arrest any 
man for suspicion of felony, as any of his subjects mig] 
because, if the King did wrong, the party could not have 
his action. If the King command me to arrest a man, 
and I do arrest, he shall 1 ave his action of false im 
prisonment against ime, albeit he was in the King’s pre- 
sence.” Thus, therefore, the King can do no wrong, and 
cannot be made to answer for a wrong done by his order. 
This maxim has never been disputed, and, indeed, is of the 
gravest constitutional importance. To hold the Sovereign 
capable of committing an injury to any of his subjects 
would be contrary to the high view of the prerogative 
taken by English law, and would destroy the consti- 
tutional independence of the Crown. 

The authorities enumerated by the Chief Justice all con- 
cur in establishing the negative proposition that a petition 
of right will not lie for the recovery of unliquidated dam- 
ages for a mere tort. Such a remedy, had it been in exis- 
tence, would have frequently been pursued. Thus, where 
the King’s officer seized the property of men either out- 
lawed, attainted, or without heirs, he must have often have 
committed wrongs, owing to the undefined limits of his 
authority. But that there was no redress at common law 
against the Crown in such cases, is apparent from the fact 
that a statute was passed (statute Westim. 2, ¢. 18, pro- 
bably, as was then not unusual, declaratory of the com- 
mon law and to strengthen the remedy) expressly render- 
ing escheators liable for injuries done by them when 
seizing for the Crown. In other cases the servant, and 
he alone, was liable. In Lord Canterbury v. The Attorney- 
General (1 Ph. 321), a petition of right was demurred to 
on the grounds that the Crown was not liable for the 
negligence of its servants, and Lord Lyndhurst decided in 
favour of the demurrer. “As to damages done by ships 
of war,” he said, “the commander is not responsible for 
damage done by one of the crew without his participa- 
tion. But if the principle now contended for he correct, 
the negligence of a seaman in the service of the Crown 
would raise a liability in the Crown to make good the 
damage, which might Le enforced by a petition of right.” 
Dicta of similar import are to be found in Rogers vy. 
Rajendro Dutt, 13 Moo. 207,and in Baron de Bode’s case, 
8 Q. B. 210. 

Secondly, the true province of petitions of right is to 
enforce claims founded on contract, or where property 
has been wrongfully taken or wrongfully withheld by the 
Crown. The first class of claims is clearly distinguishable 
from wrongs (per Lord Somers in the banker's case, 14 St. 
Trials, 59), but the second class is mere nearly analogous 
to them. But there is, nevertheless, a wide difference 
between the trial of a subject’s right to mere damages, 
and the trial of his right, as against that of the Crown, 
to property, or to an interest in property. Of the latter 
class of trials there are several precedents, which were 
relied on by the suppliant in tle principal case. ‘The 
first is that of Conrad of Colvrne (Mene Scacc), but there 
the claim was really for the restitution of a specifie chat- 
tel. Grerveis de Clifton’s case (Year Book, 22 Edw. 3, 
fol. 5, pl. 12), is the next and the moat impo rtant, but as 
far as can be gathered from the report, the matter in dis- 
pute there was respecting an casement of bringing water 
to a mill, between the owner of a dominant and servient 
tenement. Jf, therefore, the case establishes anythine, 
it is rather a precedent for a inst the King to try 
a right than for a claim of dain: for a wrong. It 
certainly cannot be considered as an we gee for such 
2 petition as that preferred in the yal case aere 
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in that trade, and the petitioner therefore claimed an in- 
demnity. It will be observed thai this was a mere de- 
mand for damages, and that no question of property was 
raised by it. It is far more like the case of /rwin vy. Sir 
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‘Guns Grey, 3 F. & F.635 the un any y of the old authorities, 
although at ee st A tight it en a superficial resemblance to 
them. Had the Court decided in favour of the suppliant, they 
would have extended the liability of the Crown far beyond 
the limits within which it has hitherto been confined. 

Thirdly, a petition of right will not lie against the 
Crown for a wrong done by one of its servants in the 
supposed performance of a duty imposed on him by Act 
of Parliament. Captain Douglas imagined himself to be 
acting in accordance with 5 Geo. 4, ¢. 113, s. 43, and if 
he had made a lawful seizure, it would not have been by 
command of the Queen, but in the exercise of a duty 
imposed on him, a Queen’s officer, by statute. The 
Crown had uo interest in the capture until the vessel had 
been condemned in the Vice-Admiralty Court (section 
4), and the captor himself would have been liable to a 
judgment against him in that court, if he had turned out 
to be in the wrong (section 55). Thus, then, Captain 
Douglas would not have been the agent of the Crown if 
he had seized the vessel lawfully, and “ still less ought 
he to be held to be such agent in seizing and destroying 
it unlawfully.” He was personally responsible, of course; 
but the Queen could in no sense be considered as a par- 
taker in his responsibility. 

Fourthly, a petition of right will not lie for an act 
done by a servant of the Crown beyond the scope of his 
authority, so that, assuming Captain Douglas to have 
been the agent of the Crown to seize all slave ships, still 
his principal would not be liable for an unlawful seizure 
made by him. Jt was argued on the part of the suppliant 
that the act was “done in the course of Captain 
Douglas’s employment,” and that the Queen was there- 
fore liable, on the same principle that a sheriff is re- 
sponsible for the acts done by his under-sheriff and 
bailiff. But the Court, whilst admitting the liability of 
a sheriff, was of opinion that the relation of the 
Sovereign and a captain in the navy was not analogous 
to that of master and servant, sheriff and bailiff, in such 
a sense as to create the liability insisted on. It has been 
decided that wherever the duty to be performed is im- 
posed by daw, and not by the arbitrary will of the 
employer, the employer is not liable for a wrong done by 
his agent in the course of his employment. Upon this 
principle, superior public officers, like the Postmaster- 
General, the Treasury Commissioners, Xe. (Whitfield v. 
Lord Despenar, Cowp. 754), unpaid trustees performing 
a public duty under Act of Parliament (Duncan v. Find- 
later, 6 Cl. & Fin. 908; Coe v. Wise, 12 W. R. 1036), are 
not liable for the torts of their employés. Nor is a 
ship’s captain liable for damage caused through the 
carelessness of a duly authorised pilot, whom he is 
compelled by law to employ (Lacy v. dngram, 6 M. 
& W. 302), nor the employer of a licensed drover for 
damage caused by the licensed drover’s helper (Willigan 
v. Wedge, 12 A. & E. 757). In these cases the law, as 
well as the will of the employer, casts the duty on the 
agent. The same may be said of her Majesty’s officers. 
She does not appoint them by her own will merely, but 
by the intervention of a responsible minister. Nor does 
she alone control the movements of her officers after 
their appointment. They are also animated by a sense 
of professional duty, and if they commit a wrong 
through mistaking where the path of duty lies, she is 
not to be held responsible. 

We have now enumerated the chief points decided by 
this remarkable judgment. There are others on which 
we have not space to touch, and for which we must refer 
our readers to the judgment itself. It will thoroughly 
repay on attentive perusal. 
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COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before Vice-Chancellor Stu arr.) 

Jan. 26.—Francome v. Francome.—Mr. W. W. Karslake 
moved, in this case, for an injunction to restrain the negotia- 
tion of a bill of exchange. The motion was an eaparte one. 
The plaintiff's affidavit in support of the bill in the suit had 
by mistake been sworn the day before the bill was filed. 

The Vick-CHANCELLOR said he thought that that was fatal 
tothe learned counsel’s application. |The affidavit which 
had been sworn was, in fact, intituled in a non-existing 
cause, 

Mr. W. W. Karslake then cited acase of Fennall v Brown, 
18 Jur., in which case it was stated that the Vice-Chancellor 
Wood had, under similar circumstances, allowed the affidavit 
to be used. The ease of Fennall y. Brown was not reported 
in the so-called regular reports. 

The Vick-CHANCELLOR asked Mr. Karslake whether he 
had examined the registrar’s book, for the purpose of verify- 
ing the accuracy of the report in the Jurist, and was told 
that he had not. The Vice-Chancellor then said he could 
not act on the report of the case in the Jurist as an autho- 
rity. He wished it, however, to be clearly understood that 
he was not one of those who had lately made a run against 
the ephemeral reports. His Honour thought that any 
gentleman was at liberty to report any case he might think 
proper,’ and the ephemeral reports were, in his Honour’s 
opinion, most useful. But their utility was directed rather 
to the purposes of intelligence and suggestions for inquiry, 
than to that of authority. Such, indeed, appeared to have 
been the intention in which they had originated, although 
he thought that that intention had of late been somewhat 
abused. For his own part, his Honour could not act upon 
the ephemeral reports as binding authorities, 

(Before Sir W, PAGE Woop.) 

Jan. 19.—Platt vy. Walter.—This was an action to restrain 
Mr. Walter, M.P. for Berkshire, and manager and printer 
of the Times, from ‘* preventing or impeding the publication 
of the Hvening Mail on the premises in Printing-house- 
square, by means of the type and other plant, in the same 
manner as the same took place prior to the 6th December, 
1864, and from selling, or advertising for sale, the property 
in the Evening Mail. 

Mr. Rolf, Q.C., and Mr. Bagshawe, appeared for the 
plaintiffs; Sir Hugh Cairns, Q.C., and Mr. Haddan, for the 
defendant Walter; Mr. Pliner, for other proprietors of the 
Evening Mail; and Mr, Boys, tor other proprietors of the 
Tiines. 

It appeared that both papers had been originally projeeted 
by Mr. Walter’s grandfather upwards of seventy years ago, 
and had ever since been conducted as one concern, in ae- 
cordance with a provision in the said Mr. Walter's will; 
that the Evening Mail is a mere reprint of the “ original 
matter” of the Z'/ines, and such parts of the foreign intelli- 
gence, &c., as are thought interesting; each number of the 
Kvening Mail containing the matter which appeared in the 
two numbers of the Z'imes next preceding; that it has 
always been printed from the same forms and stereotypes as 
the Ziimes, so far as practicable; that Mr. Walter (the grand- 
father) himself, in his lifetime, severed the proprietorship of 
the two papers by giving a certain proportion of the Evening 
Mail to Mr. Platt, the father of the plaintiffs; that both 
papers have always been conducted by the Walters—grand- 
father, father, and son—as sole managers and principal pro- 
prietors thereof; and that no charge has ever been made to 
the proprietors of the Zvening Mail for ‘ composition,” in 
respeet of any matter reprinted directly from the type of the 
Times, without any alteration or fresh ‘ making-wp.” 

When the paper duty was repealed, it appeared that the 
proprietors of the Hvening Mail would thereby sustain a 
heavy loss, and this led to some dissatisfaction on their part, 
which resulted in their requiring, and being furnished with, 
accounts of the partnership. 

Mr. Walter, resenting this as showing want of confidence 
in him, gave notice, on the 16th of December last, of dis- 
solution of partnership in the Evening Mail, and also notice 
that, after the 31st December, 1864, he would cease to print 
the Evening Mail at his oflices in Printing-house-square. 

Thereupon the bill was filed, and the present motion 
made, 

Jan, 20,—The Vick-Cuancetzor said that the plaintiffs al- 
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leged certain rights, amongst others, to have their paper printed 
by the same printer, and off the same types as the Times, 
and the defendant denied those rights, and had filed a cross 
bill asserting different rights. This application was, in 
effect, to keep matters in statw quo till the Hearing. The 
application of the defendant was for a sale of the concern 
as a going concern, with those rights still in contest. He 
had seldom met so strong a case. The practice sought to 
be continued had been the regular course of practice for more 
than eighty years, and it could not inconvenience the de- 
fendant to be compelled to continue it for five or six weeks 
or five or six months longer. The Lvening Mail was in 
effect nothing more than a re-issue, a sort of new edition of 
the 7'imes, and never had had any separate existence. He 
would not enter into the merits of the dispute, but, however 
right Mr. Walter might be in that respect, it was absurd to 
suppose that this Court would allow an immediate sale of 
this concern in pursuance of a notice served on the 16th 
December, while all the points in issue were still undecided 
—of course no one would buy a Chancery suit—it was clear 
that if the defendant was right in his intention, the result 
would be to annihilate the Zvening Mail altogether ; it was 
quite enough for him to say at present, that the right claimed 
did not appear to him so absurd as to make him decide at 
once against the claim, and, that being so, he could not allow 
the defendant so to act as to destroy the right, supposing it 
to exist. He could not grant an injunction exactly in the 
terms of the notice of motion, because he had no power to 
compel Mr. Walter—qua printer—to continue to print the 
Evening Mail, but he could and would restrain him, as 
managing director of both papers, from permitting the 7'dines 
to be printed by any one who did not also print the Hvening 
Mail on the same terms as had prevailed prior to 6th De- 
cember, 1864. If Mr. Walter was merely manager, em- 
ploying and paying a printer to print these papers, it would 
clearly, under the circumstances, be his duty to employ 
one and the same printer for both, and, @ fortiori, it was his 
duty to print both when he was the printer himself. There 
must be an injunction restraining, until the hearing or further 
order, the proprietors of the Z'imes and Mr. Walter, so long 
as he should continue manager of the said papers or either of 
them, from permitting the Zimes to be printed or issued 
without also printing and issuing the Evening Mail with 
the same type and plant, and from the same office, in the 
same manner as had been accustomed prior to 6th December, 
1864. —— 
COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp Crier Justicr and 
Crompron and BLACKBURN, JJ.) 

Jan. 19.—In the Matter of a claim of cognizance by the 
Vniversity of Oxford in several actions by Parsons v. Bagnall 
and Others. —This was a claim of cognizance by the Earl of 
Derby on the part of the University of Oxford, of which he 
is the Shenedio, in several actions brought by a tradesman 
at Oxford, mamed Parsons, against several of the resident 
undergraduates of the university, upon causes of action 
arising at Oxford, for goods supplied them there. The facts 
of the case, and the nature and form of the claim, have 
already appeared in our columns. * 

Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., and Mr. Fisher now showed eause 
against the rule obtained last term by Mr. Jellish, Q.C. 
The affidavits upon which they moved stated that according 
to the course of practice and the law with reference to the 
Oxford University courts, suitors must ampere and plead by 
proctors authorised and admitted so to do by the university, 
and not by attorneys or barristers. Now, there was but one 
proctor practising in the university court. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice said the want of proctors was 
not a grievance the plaintiff could complain of. He com- 
menced the proceedings and could have first secured the one 
proctor, 

Mr. Huddleston said the affidavit further complained of 
the administration of justice as claimed by the university 
being unsatisfactory. On the 23rd November last search 
was made inthe Treasury Chamber for the record of the 
claim of cognizance in this case, but the roll was not there, 
and it had not been duly entered on the roll of the court 
when the rule was obtained. In all claims of cognizance the 
old authorities and books of practice intimate that a claim of 
that sort was not to be encouraged; and the objections he 
had to make were—first, that the motion of the claim of 





* 9 Sol. Jour, 101. 
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cognizance was not made in time; and, secondly, that it was 
not made in due form. He would take the last objection 
first, because the claim of cognizance not having been en- 
tered on the roll before the motion for this rule was made 
was conclusive in showing that the proceedings were defec- 
tive. 

The Lorp Cuter Justice said that the Court were not 
disposed to help the learned counsel in his objection. He 
must stand on his express rights. The roll was in court 
when the motion for the rule was made, and in the custody 
of the proper officer. That was primd facie evidence that all 
the necessary and proper requirements had been complied 
with. He considered the jurisdiction of the university to be 
avery salutary one. 

Mr. Huddlestow then proceeded to urge that the claim of 
cognizance had not been made in time. The writ was served 
on the 12th of November, and appearance cutered on the 
18th, and the claim of cognisance on the 19th. 

Without calling upon Mr. Mellish and Mr. Haninen, who 
appeared in support of the rule, 

Tue Lorp Cuter Justice said-- 1 aim of opinion this rule 
must be made absolute. There is no doubt as to the juris- 
diction of this local court in matters arising within the 
ambit of its known and acknowledged jurisdiction. And 
although this Court will not (unless a claim of this sort 
is properly made out) stop the course of an action in the 
superior courts, yet there being this jurisdiction and this 
right on the part of the authorities to claim cognizance, 
we are not to be astute to discover some reason whereby 
that claim may be defeated, The Legislature has, no doubt, 
said that it is better that cases should be tried in the 
superior courts, where it is assumed there are greater 
opportunities for the satisfactory determination of any 
questions of law that may arise. But, on the other 
hand, one can see that a local court must be extremely 
useful in deciding questions arising on contracts for debts 
within the ambit of the university amongst its resident 
members. Questions may sometimes arise whether the 
goods supplied were necessary for a minor, and that must 
depend upon the usual customs and usuages sanctioned by 
the university authorities. So far from its being desirable 
to abrogate the jurisdiction of the university, I am dis- 
posed to entertain a different opinion. The question is 
what has the Legislature sanctioned? They have sanctioned 
this jurisdiction and allowed it to remain, and whilst that 
is so, We must respect it, and not be astute to defeat it. 
Then arises the question whether the proceedings have 
been regular; and with regard to this, I am of opinion 
that the objections have failed, and that the claim of cogni- 
zance has been established. 

The other judges concurred, 

Rule made absolute. 

Jan 26.—In the Matter of an Attorney.—Mr. Crompton 
moved for a rule for an attachment against an attorney for 
disobedience to an order for delivery of his bill of costs. 
It appeared, however, that there had not been sufficient 
service of the order, and there was not sufficient evidence 
that he was keeping out of the way to avoid process. 

The Court, therefore, refused a rule. 

Mr. Quain made a similar application, under similar cir- 
cumstances, with the like result. 

——, Altorney v. Parv.—Myr. Watkin Williams moved 
on behalf of a firm of attorneys who, for some reason or 
other, desired that their names should not be mentioned, 
against a lady, a former client of theirs, under circumstances 
rather singular. There had been, it appeared, a rupture 
between them and disputes as to costs, &c., and they had 
commenced an action against her, the nature of which they 
had not yet quite resolved upon, They had not yet declared, 
but had applied at Judges’ Chambers for an order allowing 
them to administer interrogatories before declaration, which 
Mr. Justice Crompton had refused. The object of the 
interrogatories was to discover the precise nature of the case 
tobe made. And it was stated on the aflidavits that the 
lady had stated that she had acquired an insight into the 
contents of the papers by means of clairvoyance, or had got 
hold of them by some spiritual agencies, 

The Lory Crier JusticE—You don’t mean to interrogate 
her as to that, I presume? 

Mr. Williams.—No, my Lord; not as to clairvoyance or 
spiritual agencies, but as to matters of a far more common 
character—tampering with our clerks, &e. 

The Lorp Cuter Jusrice—The object of the Act allow- 





ing interrogatories is that a plaintiff may obtain by admis- 
sions evidence in support of his cause of action. But here it 
appears that the applicants have not made up their minds 
what is their cause of action, and that the object is to 
find out what it is tobe. Such an application it never was 
intended to allow, and it cannot be acceded to, 
tule refused. 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
(Sittings in Banco, before Mr. Justice WiLLIAMs and Mr. 
Justice WILLEs. ) 

Jan. 21.—Roberts v. Grover.—Alleged Negligence.—This 
Was an action against a solicitor residing at Cardiff, to re- 
cover damages, upon the ground that he had failed to register 
a mortgage upon the ship June and Mary tor £91 11s. 8d., 
and that consequently the mortgage had become valueless 
through the registration of a later transfer. The jury found 
for the plaintiff for the amount of the mortgage. 

The Hon. George Denman now moved for a new trial, upon 
the ground that the verdict was against the evidence, and 
contended that the weight of evidence at the trial showed 
that the plaintiff himself undertook to register the deed, 
and that it was through his own default the misfortune had 
occurred, 

The Covrr took time to consult Mr. Justice Byles, who 
tried the cause. 

Jan, 24.—Mr. Justice WILLIAMS now said that they had 
consulted Mr. Justice Byles, who presided at that court, and 
he said that although if he had been upon the jury heshould 
have been inclined to find for the defendant, yet there was 
cogent evidence on both sides, and he could not say that the 
rule did notapply that where there was evidence on both sides, 
and no special reason to suppose that the jury had miseon- 
ducted themselves, the Court ought not to interfere. This 
was especially so in a case like this, in which Mr. Justice 
Byles thought that if there was a new trial the jury would 
probably find again the same way. 

Rule refused. - = 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBuRN.) 

Jan. 26.—In re Wollams.—Question as to the Protection 
afforded by a Deed.—An order had been made on a debtor 
under the small debts clauses for the payment of a debt of 
£21 by weekly instalments of 10s. 

Mr. Reed now applied to set aside the order, on the 
ground that the debtor had executed a deed of composition 
before the order was made. 

His Honour was clearly of opinion that this defence 
would not avail. This was not a process for debt, but for 
contempt of court, the debtor having been ordered by the 
Court to pay 10s. a week. 

Eventually, his Honour, taking into consideration that the 
debtor had already been in prison, committed him for two 
days only, and recommended theplaintitf not to pursue the 
matter further, 

(Before Mr. Deputy-Commissioner WIxsLow.) 

Jan. 21.—Jn ve Williain Sladden.—The hearing of this 
case (part heard on Wednesday week*) was resumed. The 
bankrupt was a solicitor of Canada, of Canterbury, Lyme 
Regis, Sambrook City, in partnership with W. G. H. Oliver, 
at the latter place, also of Mornington-crescent, Hampstead- 
road, and of Camden-town. 

Mr. Chipperfield was for the assignees; Mr, Reed for a 
creditor ; and Mr. Lawrance for the bankrupt. 

At the sitting of the Court, Mr. William Morgan, of Chan- 
cery-lane, licensed victualler, the opposing creditor, was called 
and examined. He said —Being about to make a purchase 
of property, and requiring an advance thereon, I was intro- 
duced to Mr. Sladden as a person who was able to obtain 
the necessary funds. Up to that period Mr. Sladden was 
an entire stranger to me, Messrs. Le Blane, Torr, & Co. 
having been my attorneys. I directed Messrs. Le Blane 
& Co. to communicate with Mr. Sladden on the subject, 
and to give him the necessary particulars in reference to the 
property. That was about the end of June, or the beginning 
of July, 1863. Negociations were pending between the at- 
torneys up to the month of September. In September the 
bankrupt called upon me at my place of business. He 
brought a deed for me to sign. He said he had the money 
all ready, and that he was about to pay it to Mr. Malim, the 
attorney of Gray’s-inn-square. I did not receive anything 
from him until January, 1864, when I obtained £805, Up 
i ~ * § Sol, Jour, 238, es 
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to that time I had no idea that he was keeping back £200 
for costs, 

The bankrupt’s explanation was, that he was acting in 
the matter for both mortgagor and mortgagee, and that al- 
though he received the money in July, it was held by him 
in trust, and that in consequence of some difficulty about 
the title, the money did not properly become payable to 
Mr. Morgan until the January following, he (the bankrupt) 
having previously invested £800 of the amount at interest ; 
the remainder (£200) having been set aside on account of 
costs not made out, but for which no provision had been 
made by Mr. Winter. 

In answer to Mr. Reed the bankrupt said that he formerly 
resided in Canada, and that at the time of leaving he was 
very much involved, though he believed he made ample 
provision for payment of all demands upon him. 

After hearing the advocates on both sides, the learned 
Deputy-Commissioner said, that at the time the bankrupt 
contracted the debt of Mr. Morgan, he had no reasonable 
expectation of being able to pay the same; and on that 
ground he suspended the order of discharge for a period of 
six months with protection. 

Jan. 24.—In ve T. W. Freeman.—The bankrupt was an 
attorney, practising at Winborne Minster, Dorsetshire, and 
this was an adjourned application to pass the examination. 
The case has already been noticed in our columns.* It now 
appeared that the bankrupt had not complied with a former 
order, directing him to file certain books and. papers. 

His Honovr said it was too bad that creditors should be 
brought here time after time in consequence of the neglect 
of a bankrupt to file books, and he adjourned the bankrupt 
sine die with protection for one month only, not to be re- 
newed until he had complied with the former order. 

Adjourned sine die, 


(Before Mr. Registrar BrovGian. ) 

Jan, 25.—Ln ve Woodhams. —A meeting for proof of debts 
and for choice of assignees was held under the bankruptey 
of Daniel Thomas Woodhams, of 11, Frederick’s-crescent, 
Camberwell New-road, and of Kennington-lane, attorney. 
Mr. Woodhams applied to the court on his own petition, 
his solicitor for that purpose being Mr. Clarke, of the firm 
of Matthews, Clarke, & Bell, Leadenhall-street. The peti- 
tion was filed on the 2nd January. The bankrupt’s debts 
are returned at £1,057, and the failure is attributed to the 
inadequacy of income and sickness of family. 

An assignee was chosen. 

Propose) AMENDMENT OF THE BANKRUprcy Law, 

Jan. 23.—In the Court of Bankruptcy this morning, Mz. 
Commissioner Goulburn referred incidentally to the proba- 
bility of further legislation on the subject of the bankruptey 
law. 

His Honour said he hoped, in the case of any amendment 
being made, that some alteration would be devised on the 
mode of appointing the creditors’ assignee. He thought the 
better course would be, not to appoint a ereditors’ assignee 
until assets had been realised, leaving the ‘nferim manage- 
ment of the matter with the official assignee. Many of the 
assignees now chosen were friends of the bankrupt, who 
**did all they could to carry him through.” 

In a case which occurred on the same day, it was elicited 
that the assignee had received the proceeds of the sale of the 
bankrupt’s business, and that he declined to pay over the 
same, but insisted upon retaining the amount against his 
own individual debt. 

COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL, 

Before Cocksurn, C.J.. Erte, C.J., Pottrock, C.B., Win- 
LIAMS, WILLES, BYLEs, KEATING, BLACKBURN, MrELLon, 
and Suer, JJ., Martin, CHANNELL, and Picorr, BB. 
Jan. 23.—The Queen v. The Rev. James Rowton.—This was 

a case reserved by Mr. Payne, deputy assistant-judge of the 
Middlesex Sessions. The facts have already appeared at 
length+ in our columns. Two questions were left for the 
opinion of the Court- first, whether, when witnesses have 
given evidence of good character, it is admissible to contra- 
dict it; and secondly, whether the answer actually given 
by the witness in this case was properly left to the jury. 

The case was argued last term, and as the learned judges 
before whom it was heard differed in opinion on the points, 


* 9Sol. Jour, 103. 
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the case was ordered to stand for re-arguinent before the full 
bench of judges. 

Mr. Sleiyh, on behalf of the prisoner, contended that the 
evidence was inadmissible. It was no part of the charge 
against the prisoner, and it was not competent for the prose- 
cution to prove general bad character. By the law of 
evidence, a man was precluded from giving evidence of par- 
ticular character, but only general character. He did not 
challenge a collateral issue. 

Lord Chief Justice CockBuRN said he was much favoured 
by being allowed to give general and not particular charac- 
ter. 

Mr. Zayler appeared on the other side, but the Court ad- 
journed before the learned counsel had commenced his argu- 
ments. ‘The further argument will be heard to-day. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


AUCTIONEERS AND ATTORNEYS. 

Sir,—For some time past there has been a growing opinion, 
not only amongst lawyers, but with the public at large, that 
the charges of auctioneers are very excessive, regard being 
had to the nature and extent of the work they have to per- 
form, and the amount of responsibility it involves. 

The remuneration which auctioneers receive is, in many 
instances, fivefold more, in proportion, than a solicitor can 
charge; but not content with this, they have for a long time 
grasped the deposit on sales, and although in the country this 
has of late years been successfully resisted, the leading 
London auctioncers are still making a fight on the subject. 

In a recent case an auctioneer declined a sale because by 
one of the conditions of sale the deposit was to be paid to the 
solicitor for the vendor. The only reason deserving notice 
put forward by him for this was, that it had been agreed at 
the auctioneers’ club, that the London auctioneers would re- 
quire deposits to be paid to them. Now, seeing that they 
are not the employers, but are employed by the solicitors, 
it appears to me that this is an attempt at coercion which 
we should not submit to. It is obvious that if all solicitors 
will make a rule not to employ any auctioneer who insists on 
receiving the deposit on a sale, the matter will very soon be 
put on a right footing. 

The effect might be to distribute business more equally 
amongst the auctioneers; but this, as it appears tome, would 
not be an unmitigated misfortune. 

I hope solicitors will make a firm stand for their rights in 
this matter. I for one mean to do so, A SOLICITOR. 

Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

{We have published this letter because we think that 
every complaint, not of a merely private or personal cha- 
racter, which any member of the profession may wish to 
make public, ought, if possible, to find a place in our 
colums, but we are far from feeling satisfied that the case is 
as clear an one as our correspondent seems to think. We do 
not know that the emoluments of one set of employés in a 
given transaction are any criterion of those of another—we 
are sure the profession would be sorry to apply that rule im- 
partially to all cases of joint action—and we are not sutti- 
ciently aware what is the tariff of auctioneers’ charges, by 
what authority regulated, and how ascertained or mode- 
rated, to be able to express any opinion on the merits of the 
question. 

The particular grievance alleged in the letter seems to us 
rather a question for vendors than solicitors. As we take it, 
the deposit belongs to the vendor, and ought to be paid over 
to him when received, and we do not understand that either 
auctioneer or solicitor can have any claim upon it, wrless in 
respect of unpaid costs (if any), which can hardly apply to 
the ordinary case of an auctioneer, Of course, in the absence 
of an authoritative tariff (if there be none) the auctioneer 
may make the retention of this money part of the terms ou 
which he consents to act, and it may or may not be as 
convenient a method of payment as any other, but it does 
not seem to us to be in any sense ‘fan abuse.” 

With the concluding paragraph of the letter we entirely 
agree. We donot think that the public, for whom, after 
all, all professions, trades, and callings, exist, would be any 
loser if the result of competition were to force all such busi- 
ness, Whether carried on by counsel, solicitors, or aue- 
tioncers, into wider channels and more numerous hands.— 
Ep, 8. J.) 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Grenadier Guards. —WILLiAw Joun Farrer, Esq., to be 
solicitor, vice Edward White, deceased. 

Mr. Henry Moors, solicitor, and clerk to the magis- 
trates for the county of Hereford and borough of Leominster, 
has been elected Coroner for the Leominster division of the 
said county. 

Mr. ALDERMAN Sronk, of the firm of Stone, Billinghurst, 
& Wood, 33, Poultry, E.C., has been appointed a London 
commissioner to administer oaths in the Courts of Queen’s 
Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer of Pleas, 

Mr. DANIEL ConNELLAN, long the clerk of the peace for 
the County of Cork, to be first clerk of the Court of Insol- 
vency in Ireland. 

VAcANt OFFICES.—A mastership in the Court of Queen’s 

Bench has become vacant by the death of Sir A. D. Croft, 
xart. Court of Probate—A vancancy has occurred in the 
department of the clerk of the calendar, in consequence of 
the death of Mr. Edward Biddell, second assistant clerk. 
A vacancy has occurred in the Record Keeper’s department, 
in consequence of the resignation of Mr. Frederick Cope, 
assistant for Scotch and Irish grants. 














IRELAND. 


Recistry APPEALS. 

The Court of Exchequer Chamber has given judgment in 
some of the cases in which, after hearing the arguments, 
their Lordships had reserved judgment.* The following 
contain some points of interest :— 

Notice of objection—Duplicate—Oriyinal— Posting. 

Moriarty, Appellant ; Wynne, Respondent.—This was an 
appeal from the decision of Mr. Kane, Q.C., presiding as 
chairman of the East Riding of the county of Cork, at the 
last Registry Sessions for the borough of Mallow. The 
question turned on the requirements of the 118th section 
of the Parliamentary Voters Act, 13 & 14 Vict. c. 69. The 
respondent had sent through the post a notice of objection 
to the name of the appellant, which appeared on the voters’ 
list. The notice retained by the objector had, written on its 
hack, the name of the party objected to, and his address, as 
it appeared on the list of voters. The notice left with the 
postmaster for transmission had not any name or address 
written on its back; but it had been enclosed in an envelope 
on which the name and address of the party objeeted to was 
written. Under these cireumstances, it was contended 
betore the chairman that the objector had not complied with 
the requirements of the 113th section, which requires that 
the notice of objection should be delivered to the post 
master “duly directed, open, and in duplicate;” and that 
as the direction on the envelope could not be considered as 
forming any portion of the notice transmitted through the 
post office, that notice was not a duplicate of the notice 
retained by the objector. 

His Worship was of opinion that the section had been 
complied with substantially, and called on the agent of the 
voter to prove his qualification, which he having refused to 
do, the name was expunged. 

Neligan and W. M. Johnson forthe appellant, cited Birch v. 
Edwards, 5 C. B. 45. 

C, Andrews, Q.C., and Leslie for the respondent. 

The Court held that each of the two notices mentioned 
in the 113th section must be an original, agreeing in all es- 
sentials, that the address was an essential, and therefore that 
the notice left with the post-master was insufficient. 

The judgment of the Court below was accordingly reversed, 
and the appeal allowed. 

Evidence of Qualification. 

Lloyd, Appellant, v. O Brien, Respondent. —This wasalso an 
appeal from a ruling made at the same sessions. The apel- 
lant is the manager of the National Bank, at Mallow, and 
his name appeared on the list of voters as a rated oecupier, 
and also as £20 freeholder. He was objected to in each 
capacity. The premises in respect of which he -was rated 
as occupier, were those which he occupied as manager of the 
Bank ; and he had been rated as such. His Worship struck 
out the name. 


The appellant’s right to the franchise as a freeholder 
subsequently came on. The objector having proved service 
of subpena upon Mr. Lloyd, called him as his (the objee- 
tor’s) witness. Mr. Lloyd did not appear, but his attorney 
stated that he was then absent in consequence of important 


| bank business ; of this no proof whatever was given, but 


the attorney offered to go into evidence in support of Mr. 
Lloyd’s franchise. This the objector opposed, declaring 
that on Mr. Lloyd's own evidence, and on none other, he 
could disfranchise him. The yoter not appearing to give 
evidence in person, the name was expunged. 

Against this decision the appeal was brought. 

The Court decided that in cases where a person objected to 
was summoned asa witness and did not appear, it was the duty 
of the chairman to satisfy himself by inquiry that the evi- 
dence of the person summoned was material, that the name 
should not be expunged merely because the party did not 
appear, that in this case there was nothing to show that the 
chairman had exercised this discretion. The name was, 
accordingly, ordered to be restored. 

Person entitled to object. 

Sheehan, Appellant, v. Atkins and Others, Respondents. — 
This was also an appeal from the decision of Mr. Kane: the 
ruling was made at the late Registry Sessions for the city of 
Cork. The name of the respondent Atkins appeared on list 
No. 7 of persons entitled to vote at the election of members 
of Parliament for the city, as a rated occupier of premises 
in Rutland-street, within the borough. The names of the 
other respondents, eighty-nine in number, appeared in like 
manner on the list, and the entire ninety were objected to 
by the appellant. It was proved that the appellant had 
served «a notice of objection on each of the respondents 
through the post office, in which notice he deseribed himself 
as of ‘£25, Academy-street, Cork,” and ‘‘on the list of votes 
for the city of Cork.” His name, however, did not appear 
on the existing register of voters for the city, but it was re- 
turned on the list No. 7 of persons entitled to vote in Sep- 
tember, 1864. It was contended, on behalf of the re- 
spondents, that Mr. Sheehan, not being a registered voter 
for the borough, had no right or title to object; and further, 
that even if he had a locus sfandi to object, the objection 
was invalid, as the objector had described himself as on 
‘the list of voters” for the borough, whereas his proper 
description would have been ‘fon list No. 7 of persons en- 
titled to yote.” The barrister was of opinion that the apel- 
lant was not, under the circumstances, entitled to object, 
and accordingly quashed all the objections and allowed the 
names to stand on the list. From this decision the present 
appeal was brought. 

Sir C. O’Loghlen, Q.C. (Waters with him), for the appel- 
lant, cited A/ford’s case, 6 Ir, C. L. Rep, 422; Samuels y. 
Hitehmough, 11 W. R. 92. 

Mr. Chatterton, Q.C. (Kaye with him)—To hold that any 
person whose name appeared upon the list in process of re- 
vision might object, might lead to very great injustice, for, 
if so, any person whose name appeared on the list of claims 
might raise objections. 

Mr. Justice Hayes delivered the unanimous judgment of 
the Court that it is not necessary that the name of the ob- 
jector should be on the previous year’s roll of voters. 

Judgment accordingly for the appellant, reversing the de- 
cision of the Court below. 

Covurr OF CHANCERY.—CHARITABLE BEQuesTs—THE 

RoMAN CATHOLIC EMANCIPATION Act. 

The Court of Appeal in Chancery have decided the appeal 
in the case of Simms v. Quinlan, from the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls, which, as well as the argument on the 
appeal, was fully reported last term.* The question turned 
on the legality of bequests made, one expressly for the edu- 
cation and maintenance of two priests of the Order of St. 
Dominick in Ireland, the other of a sum which it was the 
intention of the testator should be applied towards liqui- 
dating the rent of a church belonging to the same Order. 

The Lord Chancellor reviewed the policy of the 10 Geo, 4 
ec. 7, and dealing particularly with the 29th and subsequent 
sections, held that these constituted ‘‘ distinct enactments of 
a most stringent and penal character against the after-crea- 
tion of any member of this Order,” and (referring to the 
settled law of the land as laid down in ‘ Bacon’s Abridg- 
ment,” Letter B.) expressed his opinion that the bequests in 
question ‘‘had naturally the effect of aiding and en- 





* 9 Sol. Jour, 129, 130. 
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couraging another person to commit a misdemeanour, (7. ¢., 
to educate any person as a priest of the Order) and, there- 
fore, came within the doctrine applicable to such offences.” 
His Lordship held the bequests totally void. 

The Lord Justice Blackburne cuncurred. Even when the 
Act 7 & 8 Vict. c. 97, provided for the endowment and 


maintenance of certain Roman Catholic and other places of 


worship, it was provided that nothing in the Emancipation 
Act with respect to Religious or Monastic Orders should be 
affected, 

The appellants were ordered to pay the petitioncr’s costs, 
and those of the Crown. 

THE BuONAPARTE FAMILY. 

The first cousin of the Emperor of the French, the Princess 
Letitia Buonaparte (Lady Wyse), daughter of Lucien Prince 
of Canino, and widow of the late Sir Thomas Wyse for many 
years British Ambassador at the Court of Athens, has been 
a litigant in this court. In 1821 a marriage took place 
between the Princess Letitia and Sir Thomas (then Mr.) 
Wyse, and on that occasion marriage articles were entered 
into; the present suit was instituted by Mr. Napoleon 
Buonaparte Alfred Wyse, the eldest son and heir-at-law of 
Sir Thomas, for the purpose of having these articles carried 
into specific execution. The estates, the subject-matter of 
‘the dealings stated in the petition, were situated in the 
the Queen’s County and county of Waterford, and were the 
family estates of the Wyses. The marriage took place at 
Canino on the 4th of March, 1821, and there were two 
children issue of it—the petitioner and his brother, 
William Charles Wyse. The petitioner was born at 
Rome, in 1822, and his brother was born in Waterford 
in 1827. Thomas Wyse, the grandfather, died in 1835, and 
in the year 1841 Sir Thomas Wyse executed a disentailing 
deed, and he petitioner now claimed that thereupon 
the trusts of the marriage articles attached upon the lands. 
Sir Thomas Wyse, however, attempted to devise these estates 
on certain trusts, with power of sale. 

The Solicitor-General stated the petition. 

Mr. Serjeant Sullivan appeared for Mr. George Wyse and 
his daughter. 

Mr. Charles Kelly, Q.C., app ared for Madame Wyse, 
who claimed under an instrument raising her jointure from 
£1,000 to £1,500. He had no objection to the decree if it 
was provided that it should be without prejudice to his 
client’s rights. 

Mr. Lawless, Q.C., represented Mr. William Charles 
Wyse. 

His Lordship directed the decree sought, without preju- 
dice to the rights of Madame Wyse, but without costs. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 
FRANCE. 
VAGRANT LAws, 

M. Boudet, Minister of the Interior, has addressed a 
circular to the Prefects relative to the measures to be taken 
against gipsies and other vagrants who have no settled abode, 
and generally live by begging or theft. If they are proved 
to be French subjects, a residence is to be assigned to them, 
and if they leave it to resume their wandering life, they may 
by the intervention of the Perfects, be transported to 


Cayenne, Persons arrested for vagrancy and proved to be 
foreigners, after undergoing the punishment for their 


offences, are to be sent to their own country. 





LIABILITy OF COMPANY WHICH HAS ISSUED TRANSFERRIBLE 
SECURITIES. 

The Civil Tribunal of the Seine has just tried an action 
brought by a Mdlle. Toulouze against the Lyons Railway 
Company, to recover the sum of 397f. 92c. In May, 1868, 
the plaintiff was robbed of eight coupons of Lyons Railway 
Shares, and, knowing their numbers, she immediately gave 
notice of her loss to the company, and requested them to 
stop payment. The coupons were nevertheless paid to a 
person who presented them a considerable time after, and 
the plaintitf then commenced the present proceedings to re- 
cover their value. The counsel for the company pleaded 
that his clients were not responsible, that the coupons were 
payable to bearer, and were in every respect similar to bank- 
notes, which are considered the property of the holder until 
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proof be shown to the contrary; also, that it was physically 
impossible to ascertain whether payment of any particular 
coupons had been stopped, since they had to pay millions of 
them every six months at Paris, Lyons, Marseilles, and at 
nearly all the stations of their lines. The Tribunal, how- 
ever, decided that as due notice of the robbery of the coupons 
had been given to the company, they were bound not to pay 
them to any but the rightful owner, and it accordingly gave 
judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed, with the 
interest due thereon, and condemned the company to pay all 
costs of suit. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE FINAL EXAMI- 
NATION. 

Hilary Term, 1865, 


Name of Candidates. 


Adcock, Edward Harry ..... , 
Addams, Richard Hartley ... 
Arnott, Thomas ..... wesavaeies 
Atkinson, Thomas Swainson. 
Baker, John...... iebnmunleiteve ‘ 
Barrett, Charles John ......... 


Barrett, Richard Henry ...... 
Bartram, Richard...........0606 


Beaumont, William Coppard 


Bell, Charles...... Penner ener ers 
Boll, TRGOMORG «cc sccoccseacncsces 
Bennett, Norman.....scescceees 
Bilton, Alfred ........... acon 
DN, AV ous sesccevsieersees ‘ 


Blackburn, Arthur Wellesley 
Blewitt, Matthew John ...... 
Blood, William Bindon ...... 


Bowen, Arthur John ......... 
Brignall, William, Jun. ...... 
Brocklesby, George Jobson... 


Brooks, William Robert ...... 
Brown, Samuel.....ccccseceecees 
Burton, Francis John ........+ 
Butler, Thomas .......eceseeee 
Butt, Gerard Frederick ...... 
Cartmel, Geo. Edward Yeates 


Clabburn, James William ... 


Clark, George Brodie ....... ee 
Clarke, Charles Guyon ...... 
Clarke, John Henry .....000 
Cotton, Brank \.sccccscosssccons 
Davies, Alban Thomas, B.A. 
Ditton, Ambrose Gibbons ... 


Dolling, Robt. Dundas, B.A. 
Donaldson, Alexander Leathes 
Duncan, Henry Thomas..... ; 
Dyer, Benjamin Bissill 
Eldridge, Robey Frank 


Ellis, Thomas Ratcliffe ...... 
Froom, George sececeee weceeeee 


Garbett, Edmund Johnstoun 

Hardwicke 
George, Thomas Samson...... 
Goddard, Charles ........ asaoee 
Gough, Hubert..........0. mease 
Griffith, John Lloyd, M.A.... 
Grifliths, George Alexander . 


Groves, William, B.A. 
Gudgeon, George ......seceeeees 
Hanrott, Robert Cory .......+. 


Hardwick, Edmund Faunce . 
Hilton, William Hughes...... 


To whom articled, assigned, &c. 

Stephen Adcock ; John Clear 

Charles Rose Lucas 

Thomas Chater 

Thomas Swainson 

Frederick Horatio Barr 

Alfred Anstie 

Charles P. Barrett 

James D. Waters ; Samuel C, 
Burton ; Thomas Paine 

James Beaumont; Richard 
Boyer 

Nathaniel Cobham 

James Bell 

William Bennett 

James Hooker; Charles T. 
Room 

James Bowker 

John Blackburn 

Henry Ludlow 

Charles Douglas ; John Val- 
lance 

William Burchell 

William Brignall 

George M. Arnold; Daniel 
Sturdy ; Charles Preston 

Thomas Thomson 

Frederick Edwards 

Francis Burton 

William Butler 

Augustus Samuel Twyford 

James Thornely ; Henry (, 
Dunean 

Thomas Brightwell, Jun. ; 
C, E. Abbott 

William Ruston 

Henry Vallance 

Charles Stewart Clarke 

Henry W. Cotton 

Henry Roscoe 

Philip Wood; Charles Beaton; 
Robert George Chippertield 

James Thomas Bolton 

William Skilbeck 

William EF. Dunean 

Charles Bean 

James Eldridge ; Thomas B. 
Cartwright 

John Stewart Marshall 

Charles P. Froom; Edward 
Bromley 

) Joseph G. James; John D, 

W. Beeston; James Walker 

Thomas George 

W. W. Kearsey 

Samucl H. Warren 

Edward Evans 

William L. Whitmore ; Ed- 
ward Lambert 

Bartle J. L. Frere 

James Gudgeon 

Charles Cory; William %. 
Calvert; P. A. Hanrott ; 
Hi, A. Hanrott 

Robert Wilton 

William Sale 
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‘Name of Candidate. 


Hobbes, William Albert...... 
Hodgson, John Sheldon ..... ° 
Hodson, William Henry... 

Hogg, Thomas George...... se 









Ince, Francis ..c.cccccsceseoeee 
Jesson, Thomas, Jun. ceusunaa 
Johnson, John Labron ..... . 
Jones, David Clement......... 
Keary, William Plumer ...... 


Kelsall, Thomas Moultrie 
Kirkman, William Wright... 
Lambert, Thomas Henry ... 


Lane, Charles William ...... 
Lane, John Reginald ......... 
Latham, Charles ..........006+ 
Leech, Arthur .......e.scssceees 
Leeman, Joseph Johnson ... 
Lewis, Hugh...cccsccccsccscseses 
Lewis, Rowland ............008. 
Lovell, Wm. George Whittall 
Merrick, William, Jun. ...... 


Merriman, Josiah John ...... 
METIS, FRIDCG vaveussvecsace sseves 
Morris, Henry ......0:seeeeeeee 
Nalder, John ......... 
Nettleship, W illiam Francis, 
Noble, John Campion...... was 
Oliver, William Robert ...... 
Paddon, CharlesEdward, M. A. 
Parkinson, Frank... 








Paynter, Francis Edward ... 


Pleasance, William ............ 
Postlethwaite, John, Jun. ... 
Pugh, Richard Bailey ...... soe 


Reader, William Oliver er 
Redgrave, John  .....secceceeee 


Redhead, John Allen ..... dene 


Reed, William ..... Maaconstaches 
Rhodes, John 
Roberson, Charles Augustus. 
Roberts, Robert Humphreys. 
Rooke, Frederick Henry. 
Roose, Henry 
Rutter, Algernon .........00+ 
Ryalls, Leonard Atkinson ... 


Sees eeccceresees 







Crecccccces 


Rylance, William............+++ 
Salkeld, George ....0eceeseeeee 
Saunders, George Henry...... 
Scott, Stephen ......sseeee 

Sheppard, John .......... , 
Smith, William ...........6. . 


Snell, Frederick John........ 
Snow, Terence Alexander ... 


Still, Stafford Francis......... 
Thomas, George William ... 
Tindale, John Richard....... * 
Trimmer, Henry Walter...... 
Trimmer, Robert........ sa 





Upperton, Clement, B.A.. 
Vaughan, James cerecscceceeeee 


Wagstafle, Matthew Mawe, 
Warwick, Horatio Seymour... 
Whiston, William Harvey... 
Whitbourne, John 

Wilkinson, Isaiah 

Wilkinson, Surtees . 
Willis, Frederic, Jun. 
Wood, George, Jun. 
Wood, William, Jun. ......... 





seeeeee 





To whom articled, assigned, &c. - 

Robert H. Hobbes 

Thomas daca Jun. 

Joseph Nowell 

Hargreaves & Knowles 

Henry Hill 

William Evans 

Thomas Toulmin 

Woosnam & Lloyd 

John C. Mee 

William Kelsall 

Henry Taylor 

John Galsworthy ; M. 
hard 

Alfred R. Hudson 

John Lane 

William Latham 

Frederick Bishop 

George Leeman ; J. Leech 

William Lewis 

John Morgan 

Benjamin William Aplin 

William Merrick ; William 


Gaisford 


Shep- 


Robert Peckham; J. H. Torr 


Stephen E. Todd 

George Gordon 

Frank Isaae Nalder 

i Ne ttleship; § 

Appleton Ste phe nson 

Nicholas Gedye 

John E. Paddon 

F, D. Parkinson ; 
Hunter 

F. Paynter ; T. S. Southgate 

George Saniuel Hall 

John Postlethwaite 

Richard Pugh 

David Ward 

—— Smallbone; J. B. 

York; Joseph Clarke; W. 

A. Crowther. 

Frederick Baker ; 
Rickards 

William Chater 

Thomas Swarbreck 

Thomas Coombs 

Thomas G. Edwards 

Thomas James Rooke 

David Evans 

Charles Evans 

John Ryalls 

Daniel Boote 

Henry John Marshall 

Weston Aplin 

Charles Smith 

John Galsworthy 

William Lloyd; Edward Wil- 
liams 

George Josselyn 

William G. Bateson 

Charles Meredith 

Charles Rice 

John H,. Taylor 

Charles Berkeley 

William Hobbs 

Charles Kaye Freshfield 

Thomas M, Siddall; William 
Chapman. 


Benjamin 


EK. HI. 


William Crossman 
William Hunt 

William Whiston, Jun. 
George Carew 

Matthew Gray 

Francis George Butler 
Frederic Willis 
George Wood ; J 
James Roberts 


ohn Evans 


CALL TO THE BAR. 


Jan. 26.—By 


Hon. Society of Gray’s-inn, William Lowes 


Rushton, Lig son of Edward Rushton, Esq., of the 


Inner Temple, deceased. 


Samuel Palmer 





LAW 


LECTURES AT THE I) 


NCORPORATED LAW 


SOCIETY. 
Mr. J. N. Hiaeins, orf Conveyancing, Monday, Jan. 30. 
Mr. M. H. Cookson, on Equity, Friday, Feb. 3 


LAW 


STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY 


The question discussed at the meeting of this soe iety on 


Tuesday, the 24th inst., 


was, ** Should ‘all ap plications for 


commutation or remission of a sentence of capital punish- 
ment be made through a judicial tribunal appointed for that 


purpose ?” 


Mr. Chappell opened the question in the affirmative, but 
the society came to a decision in the negative by a majority 


of 14 to 10, 








COURT PAPERS. 
CHANCERY 
Sirtixes Arrer Hitary Term, 1865. 


COURT OF 


LORD CHANCELLOR, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


The First Seal—| Friday .... 
Apl. mtns., &apps. | 
P ee | Saturday ..18 { adj. 


Wednes. Feb. 8 


in bkey 
Thursday ..9..Petns. & appeals. 
Friday ....10..Appeals. 
Saturday ..11 — in bkey. & 
Monday ....15 13} 3 
Tuesday ....1 Appeals. 


ihe’ { Apps. in bkey. & | 


apps. 
vee The Second Seal.— 
Thursday ..16 App. tns. & apps. 
Friday......17.. Appeals. 
Saturday ..18 bs 
Monday ....20 
Tuesday ....21 


Wednesday 22 


apps. 
Appeals. 


ps. 
The Third Seal.— 
App. mtns. & apps. 
Friday......24..Appeals. 

’ a . § Apps. in bkey. 
Saturday 25 po 
Monday ....27 ip 
Tuesday ..28 Appeals. 
Wedn. Mar...1 sg 
The Fourth Seal.— 
App. mtns, & apps. | 


Thursday ..23 





Thursday .. 2f 


Friday .... 3.. Appeals. 

Saturday ..4 io in bkey. & | 
Monday wind 

Tuesday . * Appeals. 


Wednesday. . o | Am 
" . The ‘Vifth Seal.— 
Thursday ..9 (The mtns. & apps. | 
Friday .... 10..Appeals. 
Saturday ..11 on in bkey. 
Menday ’....13 - 
Tuesday ....14 } Appeals. 
Wednesday 
The Sixth Seal.— 
App. mtns,, apps. 
oeeel7,. Appeals. 


Thursday ..16 
Friday 
Saturday 


apps. 
Monday ... = - 
Tuesday... } Appeals. 


Wednesday 2 (200 in bkcy. & | 





Thursday ..23 TheSeventh Seal— | 


Friday... - Appeals. & 
. Apps. in bkey. 
Saturday 1.25 25 {Av 


Monday ....27.. Petitions and apps. 


Tuesday: . +28. Appeal 8. 
N.B.—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
of Lords are excepted. 
MASTER OF THE ROLLS, 
Chancery-lane. 


, « Feh a § fhe First Seal.— 
Wednes. Feb. 8 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
T sdayv. * 
rg ae 4 General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..11 4adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday one 
Tuesday .... 
Wednesday 1 


General paper. 


15 ( Apps. in bkey, & | 
” Uapps. 


} 


1g { Apps. in bkey, & | 


App. mtns, & apps. | 





| Monday 


P anes . § The Second Seal.— 

Thursday ..16 Sites. & gen. pa. 

17..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 

sums., and 

general paper. 

Perry 3 

Tuesday ....21 >} General paper. 

| Wednesday .22 1 The ‘Third See! 

om P 1e Third Seal.— 

| Thursday . “23 ) Mens. & gen. pa. 


| Friday.....- 24..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 





_| Saturday 0.25 fas sums, and 


| 


Apps. in bkey, & | Tuesday . 


Apps. in bkey. & | Friday...... 


& Tuesds ay. 


| Thursday 


in bkey. & Friday ....10,.General paper. 


| 
| 


Apps. in bkey. & | | Friday... 


& | Tuesday. att 


| Saturday ..25 {as 


general paper, 
Monday .. 





8 > General paper. 
| Wednes., Mi: ur. 1 
Thursda: 2 The Fourth Seal.— 
¥ Mtns. & gen. papr. 
3..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
adj. sums., and 
general paper. 


| satura ry 2 4 


| Monday “f 

General paper. 

| Wednesday . F 8 

of The Fifth Seal. 
97) Mtns. & gen. pa. 


Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday l2adj. sums., and 
genera! paper. 

| Monday . 

Tuesday "he General Paper. 

Wednesday 15 * ; 
. he Sixth Seal.— 

Thursday ..16 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 

+++e17,.General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 

--I8 2 adj. sums., and 

general paper. 


| Saturday 


Monday ....20 
General paper. 


;W ednesday 22 
TheSeventh Seal— 
"Thursday +023 | Mtns, & gen. papr. 
Friday ....24,.General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday... 27 ( ~neral paper 
Tuesday....28 ) Genera! paper. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard. 
LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln's Inn, 

, . Eoh 9 § the First Seal.— 
Wednes. Feb 8 in p.mtns. & apps. 
Thursday .. 9..Appeals. 

Petns. in lunacy, 
10{app. ptns., and 
apps. 


Friday 


Saturday ..11 
Monday ....13 
Tuesday ....14 
Wednesday .15 
Thursday 1G { The Second Seal. — 
MUrscay +19) App. mtns. & apps. 
Petns. in lanacy, 
Friday......17 {a0 petns,, and 
apps. 


Appeals. 
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Saturday ...18 
Monday ....20 
Tuesday ....21 
Wednesday. .22 
, ’ § The Third Seal.— 
Thursday ..23 (App. intns. & apps. 


Appeals. 


Petitns. in lunacy, | 


Friday ....24) app. petns., and 
apps. 

Saturday ..25 

Monday ....27 

‘Tuesday ....28 

Wednes. Mar, 1 


Thursday .. 2 


Appeals. 


( The Fourth Seal.— 
. App. mtns. & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Friday...... 3¢ app. ptns., and 
apps. 
Saturday .. 4 
Monday wee 6 
Tuesday.... 7 
Wednesday . 8 


Thursday .. 9 H 


Appeals, 


App. mtns, & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy 

Friday ....10{ app. ptns. and 
apps. 

Saturday ..li 

Monday ....13 

Tuesday ....14 

Wednesday. .15 


. The Sixth Seal.— 
Thursday ..16 { App. mtns, &apps. 


Appeals, 


Ptns. in lunacy, 
Friday ....17{app. petns., and 
apps. 
Saturday ..18 
Monday ....20 
Tuesday ....2 
Wednesday.,22 


Thursday ..23 


Appeals. 


The SeventhSeal-- 
App. mtns & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
app. petns, and 


apps. 
Saturday ..25 

Monday ....27 > Appeals. 
Tuesday ....28 


Notice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! be 
engaged in the Full Court, or at 
the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted, 


Friday ....24 


me em, 


V. C. Sin R. T. KINDERSLEY. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 

The First Seal.— 
Mtns., adj. sums., 
& gen. pa. 
Thursday .. 9..General paper. 

aie Petns., adj. sums, 
Friday .....10 ff general paper. — 

’ Sht. causes, adj. 

Saturday «+11 seo & gen. pa. 
Monday ....13 


Tuesday l4 
Wednesday, .15 
16 


Wednes. Feb. 8 


General paper. 


The Second Seal.— 
Mtns., adj. sums, 
& gen. pa. 
» § Petns., adj. sums., 
: & qooerel paper. 
Sht. causes, adj 
Saturday ..18 seal ye any 
Monday ....2 


0 
Tuesday ....21 General paper. 
Wednesday. .22 


Thursday .. 


Friday......1 


The Third Seal.~ 
Thursday ..234 Mtns., adj. sums., 
& gen. pa. 
Ptns., adj. sums., 
& general paper. 
Sht. causes, adj. 
sums., & gen. pa, 


Friday......24 { 


Saturday ..25 


Monday ,...27 

Tuesday ....28 > General paper. 
Wednes. Mar. 1 

The Fourth Seal.— 
Mtns., adj. sums., 
& general paper. 
Ptns., adj. sums., 
& gen. pa. 

Sht. causes, adj. 
sums., & gen. pap. 


Thursday .. 2 


Saturday .. 4 
Monday .... 6 
‘Tuesday 7 
Wednesday. 






General paper. 


| 
Friday...seee 3 1 


Thursday .. 9% Mtns., adj. sums., 
& gen. pa. 
— Petns., adj. sums., 
Friday...++.10 { & general paper. 
ll Sht. causes, adj. 
a sums., & gen. pa. 


j (i Fifth Seal.— 
9 


Saturday 


Monday ....13 
Tuesday ....14 } General paper, 
Wednesday 15 


The Fifth Seal.— | 


Thursday . Mtns., adj. sums., 
& gen, pa. 

— Ptns., adj. sums. 
Friday ...17 & general paper. 
" : Sht. causes, adj, 
Saturday ..18 andl gen. pa. 
Monday ....20 


Tuesday ....21 \ 
Wednesday,. 22 } 

The Seventh Seal.- 
023 } 


The Sixth Seal.— 
16 


General paper. 


Thursday . Mtns., adj. sums., 

. gen. pa. 

hihi ao P tns., adj. sums. 

Friday ....24 ee general paper. 
9; §Sht. causes, adj. 

Saturday ..25 pool &lgen, pa. 

Monday ....27 


Tuesday... “$} General paper. 





| N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
| heard as short causes must be so 

marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


V. C. Sir JOHN STUART, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


+ The First Seal.— 
Wednes. Feb. 8 { Mtns. and causes. 


Thursday .. 9..Causes, 

Friday ....10.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..11,.Sht. causes & caus, 
Monday ....13 

Tuesday ....14 % Causes, 


Wednesday .15 
The Second Seal.— 
Thursday ..16 Mtns. and causes. 
Friday ....17.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..18..Sht. causes & caus. 
Monday ....20 
Tuesday ....21 
Wednesday, 22 ia 
The Third Seal.— 
Thursday ..23 { Mtns. & causes. 
Friday......24..Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..25..Sht. causes & caus. 
Monday ....27 
Tuesday ....28 ? Causes, 
Wednes., Mar.1 
2 { The Fourth Seal.— 
Mtns. and causes. 
Friday...... 3..Petitions & causes. 
Saturday .. 4..Sht. causes & caus, 
Monday .... 6 
Tuesday.... 7? Causes, |} 
Wednesday ..8 


Thursday .. 


Causes, 


Thursday .. 


9 The Fifth Seal.— 
Mtns. and causes, 

Friday ....10., Petitions & causes. 

Saturday ..11..Sht. causes & caus, 

Monday ....13 

Tuesday .... is} Causes. 

Wednesday 15 al 

The Sixth Seal.— 

Thursday ..16 { Sita. and causes, 

Friday......17.. Petitions & causes, 

Saturday ..18..Sht.causes & caus, 

Monday ....20 

Tuesday ....21 > Causes, 

Wednesday 22 

clav 92 § LheSeventh Seal— 

Thursday .-23 } sttns, and causes. 

Friday ....24..Petitions & causes, 

smuneey ..25,.Sht. causes & caus, 

Monday ....27 

Tacsay 00028 } Causes. 

N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over, if it shall 
be within 12 of the last cause or 
matter in the printed paper of the 
day for hearing, 


V. C. Sim W. P. WOOD. 
Lincoln's Inn. 

n v (The First Seal.— 
Wednes. Feb, 8 U Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Thursday .. 

Friday .... 


ee { Petns., sht. caus, 
Saturday ..11 § & general paper. ; 


3 General paper. 


Monday ....13 
Tuesday ....14 General paper. 


Wednesday 15 

Tl 1 16 The Second Seal.— 
scale Mtns. & gen. pa. 

Friday......17..General paper. 





Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..18 { & general paper. . 





Monday ....20 
Tuesday ....21 ~ General paper. 
Wednesday 22 n 

; P 1e Third Seal.— 
Thursday ..23 { Mtns, & gen. pa. 
Friday......24..General paper. 

. § Petns., sht. caus. 

Saturday ..25 fg general paper.” | 
Monday ....27 
Tuesday ....28 > General paper, 
Wednes.,Mar. 1 


| Tuesday}....14 ? General paper. 
Wednesday 15 

The Sixth Seal.— 
Mtns. & gen. pa. 

| Friday ....17..General paper, 

2 3 Petns., sht. caus, 

Saturday ..! & general paper. 
Monday ...- 


s| 
20 
Tuesday....21 > General paper. 
Wednesday .22 


Monday mart 
Thursday wtf 


" 2 » § The Fourth Seal.— 
Thursday .. 2 UMtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 3..General paper. 


: Ptns., sht. caus. 
Saturday .. 4 Penile paper. . 


a on TheSeventh Seal— 
Thursday ..23 { Mtns, & gen. pa. 
Friday ....24..General paper. 

. ae . { Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..25 {f general paper. 
Monday .,..27 ) 


Monday .... 6 ' 
| ‘Tuesday 2.28 § General paper. 


Tuesday ... it General paper. 

Wednesday . 8 | 

Thursday 9 The Fifth Seal.— | N.B.—Any causes intended to be 

Fz Mtns. & gen. pa. | heard as short causes must be so 

Friday ....10,.General paper. marked at least one clear day 

. Petns., sht. caus.. before the same can be put in the 
Saturday ..11 1& general paper. | paper to be so heard. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 

This Court will, on Wednesday the 1st day of February 
next, and on the three following days, hold sittings, and 
will proceed in disposing of the cases in the Special and 
Crown Papers and any other matters then pending, and will 
also hold a sitting on Saturday, the 25th day of February 
next, for the purpose of giving judgments only. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
Jan 20.—By Mr, Frank Lewis. ; 
Freehold house, being No. 5, Great Hermitage-street, Wapping ; esti- 
mated annual value, £35,—Sold for £330. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Jan. 11.—By Messrs. Winxinson & Horne. 

Leaschold residence, situate in the Harder’s-road, High-street, Peck- 
ham; term, 40 years unexpired ; ground-rent, £6 7s, per annum.— 
Sold for £390, 

By Messrs. Baker & SHEKLETON. 
Leasehold residence, known as 8a, Loudoun-road, Marlborough-road, 
st. John’s-wood; let at £85 per annum; term, 55} years unex- 
pired ; ground-rent, £12 per annum.—Sold for £805. 
Jan, 13.—By Mr. R. W. Scopett. 

Freehold ground-rent of £5 per annum, secured on No. 1, Lavina- 
grove, Wharf-road, King’s-cross. — Sold for £95, 

Freehold, 11 houses, being No. 2 to 12, Lavina-grove aforesaid,—Sold 
for £3,235, 

By Messrs, Harps & VaucHaN. 

Leasehold waterside premises, fronting the river Thames at Green 
wich ; term, 99 years from 1864; ground-rent, £60 per annum — 
Sold for £3,250. ! 

Freehold residence, being No. 4, Minerva-terrace, New-cross; ¢s ti- 
mated annual value, £45 per annum.—Sold for £630. 

Leasehold, 4 residences, being Nos. | to 4, Gloucester-terrace, Upper 
Lewisham-road, producing £203 per annum; term, 88 years; 
ground.rent, £24 5s, per annum.—Sold for £2,080. 

Jan. 17.—By Mr. NewBon, 

Freehold house and shop, being the “ Glo’ster Coffeehouse,” No, 15, 

Stonecutter-strect, City; let on lease at £40 per annum.—Sold for 


£800. 

Freehold house, being No. 20, Stonecutter-street, City ; let at £40 per 
annum.—Sold for £1,130. F 

Leasehold, 2 houses, being Nos. 1 and 2, Upper Victoria-road, Liver- 
pool-road, Islington ; let at £21 per annum; term, 99 years from 
1835; ground-rent, £6 6s. per annum.—Sold for £480, 

Jan, 20.—By Mr. Jonn M, Dean. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 47, Shrubland-grove, Dalston, pro: 
ducing £32 per annum; term, 90 years from 1856; ground-rent, 
£5 per annum.—Sold for £310. 

Leasehold, 2 houses, (with shops), being Nos,1! and 2, Denmark-ter- 
race, Barking-road, East Ham, Essex, producing £36 per annum ; 
term, 99 years from 1863; ground-rent, £5 per annum.—Sold for 

285, 


Jan. 24.—By Messrs. Curren & Davis. A 

Leasehold, 3 houses, being Nos.7, 8 and 9, Churton-place, Warwick- 
square, Pimlico ; term, 65 years unexpired; ground-rent, £19 per 
annum.—Sold for £1,020. 

By Mr, Trxpate. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 33, Park-road, Regent’s-park ; term, 

51 years unexpired; ground-rent, £18 per annum,—Sold for £1,1U5, 
By Mr. F. J, Suarp. 

Frechold ground-rent of £72 10s. per annum, secured on property 

in Fore-street, Limehouse.—Sold for £1,780. 
by Messrs. Kemp, , 

Freehold messuage, being No. 10, Crown street, Finsbury ; let at £14 
per annum —Sold for £890. f . 

Freehold ground-rent of £10 per annum, secured on premises in 
Crown-street aforesaid.—Sold for £1,110. 

Freehold, 2 messuages, being Nos. 12 and 13, Crown-street aforesaid. 
—Sold for £2,510. 

Leasehold, 2 houses and shops, being Nos. 54 and 55, Mortimer-street, 
Cavendish-square ; term, 29 years unexpired; ground-rent, £50 per 
annum.—Sold for £920. : 7 

Leasehold, 4 residences, being Nos. 5, 6, 9, and 10, Albion-road, St. 
John’s-wood; term 80 years unexpired; ground-rent, £40 per 
annum,—Sold for £2,165, 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


HEBBERT—On Jan. 18, at Edgbaston, Birmingham, the wife of J. B. 
Hebbert, Esq , Solicitor, of a daughter. 

RUSSELL—On Jan 15, at Montague-place, Russell-square, the wife of 
Charles Russell, Esq , Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

SYNGE—On Jan. 12, at Dublin, the wife of John H, Synge, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

ALLEN—SMYTHE—On Jan. 21, at St. Andrew’s, Liverpool, William 
Allen, Esq., of Liverpool, to Leslie Sophia Dumville, younger 
daughter of William Smythe, Esq., Solicitor, late of Richmond, 
Surrey. 

BOWKER—CROSS—On Jan. 18, at St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields, Thomas 
Bowker, Esq., Gray’s-inn, and Notting-hill, Solicitor, to Eliza 

Jane, eldest daughter of Robert Cross, Esq., M.D. New-street, 

Spring-gardens. 

BROWN—WHEELER—0n Nov. 19, at St. Peter’s, Melbourne, J. Baker 
Brown, Esq., to Mary Lucinda, relict of the late James Aitkin 
Wheeler, Esq., and eldest daughter of George Smyth, Esq., Barris- 
ter-at-Law. 

DONALDSON—TINKLAR—On Jan, 21, at Holy Trinity Church 
Windsor, William Leverton Donaldson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to 
Louisa Ellen, youngest surviving daughter of the late Captain 
Tinklar, R.M.L.1. 

GAYER—FETHERSTONHAUGH — On Jan. 19, at Walton-on-the- 
Hill, Lancashire, Rev. Henry William, second son of Arthur F. 
Gayer, Esq., Q.C., to Charlotte Adelaide, fourth daughter of the 
late Francis R. Fetherstonhaugh, of Casino, county Wicklow, Esq., 
and D. L. of the county Longford. 

WHITE ~—MONTFORT—On Jan. 18, at Christ Church, Bray, Jolin 
Davis White, Esq., of Cashell, Solicitor, youngest son of the late 
Benjamin Newport White, Esq., Mayor of Cashell, to Mary, fourth 
daughter of the late Hasman Montfort, of Clondeliver, county 
Westineath, Esq. 

DEATHS. 


ALNSWORTH-—On Jan. 20, at Hull, James Ainsworth, formerly of 
Leamington, and late of the firm of Ainsworth, Hollingshead, & 
Kay, Solicitors, Blackburn, aged 65. 

EDMEADES—On Jan. 20, at Sheerness, Robert Edmeades, Esq., Soli- 
citor, aged 74. 

MELLOR—On Oct. 2, at Durban, Port Natal, South Africa, Maria, the 
wife of Henry James Mellor, Esq., Acting Puisne Judge of the 
Supreme Court, Pietermaritzburg. 

NETTLESHIP—On Jan. 17, at Kettering, Horace, youngest son of H. 
T. Nettleship, Esq., Solicitor, aged 15. 

PRICE—On Jan. 19, at Stourbridge, Rowland, son of Rowland Price, 
Esq., Solicitor, aged 12. 

SEWELL—On Nov. 7, at Melbourne, Richard Clarke Sewell, Esq., 
D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Temple, and late Fellow of 
Magdalen College, Oxon, aged 61. 

STEWART—On Jan, 1, at Halifax, Nova Scotia, the Hon. Alexander 
— C.B., Judge of the Vice-Admiralty Court of that Province, 
aged 71, 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, untess other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Forster, Henry Hirp, Tynemouth, Esq, £1,900 £35s, per Cent. 
Annuities, and 1 Dividend on £400 New £3 per Cent. Annuities — 
Claimed by said H. H. Forster. 

Frampton, Desoran, Clapton, Widow, Tuomas Frampton, St. John’s 
College, Cambridge, Esq., and Jonn pz Kewer Frampton. New 
Broad-street, Esq. £60 13s. 10d, New £3 per Cent. Annuitics— 
Claimed by J. de Kewer Frampton, the survivor. 

Freetina, Jane, Lapy, Connaught place West, Widow, and 
WILLIAM FREDERICK GOSTLING, Doctor’s-commons, Esq. £286 1s. 8d, 
Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said Jane, Lady 
Freeling, and W. Gostling. 

Lioyp, ExizaBetn ANN, Widow, and Lizut.-CoL. George Kirwan 
Carr Ltoyp, both of Lancing, Sussex. £1,800 £3 53. per Cent. 
Annuities—Claimed by said G. K. C. Lloyd. 

PLenverveata, WILLIAM SmitH, Ramsgate, Esq., deceased. 12 Divi- 
dends on £8t 6s. 4d. Long Annuities—Claimed by Rev. W. C. 
Vlenderleath, the executor. 

Nerp, James, Bartholomew's Hospital, Surgeon. £100 New £3 per 
Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said J. Reid. 

Sow, Rev. George D'Oxty, Newton Vallance, Southampton. £30 
New £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said G, D. Snow. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 
URBinding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, Jan. 20, 1865. 
Lim1tEep tn CHANCERY. 
Marlborough Club Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 


presented Jan 19, to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on Jan 
28. G,S, & H. Brandon, Essex-st, Strand, solicitors for the peti- 


tioner. 
Hriendly Societies Dissolbev. 
Turspay, Jan, 24, 1855, 
Peers Society, George and Dragon Inn, Ecclesficld, York 
Jan 19, 

Yembroke Female Friendly Society, Club Room, Pembroke, Jan 18, 
Assignments Cor Benefit of Creditors. 
Tvurspay, Jan. 24, 1865, 

Morgan, Wm John, Leadenhall-st, Merchant. Jan 10. Lawrance & 
Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 





Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frivay, Jan, 20, 1865. 
Curtis, Wm, Chatteris, Cambridge, Gent. 
Fryer, V.C. Kindersley. 
Ferrers, Right Hon. Washington Sewallis Earl, Staunton Harold, Lei- 
cester. Feb 20. Shirley v Shirley, M.R. 
Jones, Thos, Lloyd-sq, Pentonville, Gent. Feb 13. Prowse v Spurgin, 


Feb 16. Hensman v 


— Harrison, Marylebone-rd. Feb 16. Gregg v Vallance, V.C. 
ood. 
Tvespay, Jan, 24, 1865, 
Bland, Sophia, Colchester, Essex, Spinster. 
Daniel, V.C. Stuart. 
Boutland, Wm, Bill-quay, Durham, Shipbuilder. Feb 23. Boutland 
v Boutland, V.C. Stuart. 
Chapman, Wm, Woolwich, Grocer. Feb 13. Robson v Chapman, 


March 20. Bland » 


Hosier, Eliz, Trowbridge, Wilts, Widow. Feb 17. Nash v Hallett, 


Meredith, John, Kington, Hereford, Ironmonger. Feb 23, Jeffries v 
Meredith, M.R. 

Newell, Hy, Gravesend, Market Gardener. Feb 25, Newell v Whit- 
tington, V.C. Stuart. 

Taylor, John, West Hartlepool, Durham, Gent. Feb 18, Taylor 
Duck, V.C. Wood. . 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Jan. 20, 1865. 

Andrews, John, North Curry, Somerset, Gent. June 24. Hayman, 
North Curry. 

Blunden, Ann, Angmering, Sussex, Widow. 
Worthing. 

Cotching, Robt, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Gent. March 15. Willis, 
Leighton Buzzard. 

Coultas, Robt, Middleton, York. Jan 31. Watson, Pickering. 

Craven, Chas John, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. March 1. Tathams & 
Co, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry. 

Eyles, Anne Grace, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Spinster. 
Wynne, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Frith, Wm, Lawrence Pountney-lane, Gent. March 1. Houghton & 
Wragg, St Helen’s-pl. 

Greenwood, Eliz, Springfield, Essex, Widow. April 16. 
Chelmsford. 

Harding, Amelia, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Spinster. Feb 25. Gwin- 
nett & Ticehurst, Cheltenham, and Lake & Co, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Harris, Wilmer, Champion-pl, Upper Clapton, Esq. Feb 15. Hughes 
& Co, Bucklersbury. 

Holmes, Eliz, Findon, Sussex, Spinster. Feb 18. Edmunds, Worthing. 

Holmes, Mary, Findon, Sussex, Spinster. Feb 18. Edmunds, Worth- 
ing. 

Hoskins, Wm, Wrexham, Carpenter® Feb 6. Acton, Wrexham. 

Pelham, Hy, Duke of Newcastle, Clumber, Nottingham. April 20. 
Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Quilter, Jas, York-ter, Regent’s-park, Esq. March 25. Booty & Butt, 
Raymond.-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Rickell, Wm, Warter, York, Farmer. Feb 20. Powell & Son, Pock- 
lington. 

Youle, Mary Catherine, Standard-hill, Nottingham, Widow. March 
20. Watson & Wadsworth, Nottingham. 

Tuespay, Jan. 24, 1865. 

Andrews, John, North Curry, Somerset, Gent. June 24. Hayman, 
North Curry. 

Banister, Edwd, New Windsor, Berks, Cordwainer. April 30. Webb, 
Euston-rd. 

Banister, Lydia Kelsey, Windsor, Berks. April 30. Webb, Euston rd. 

Brooke, Wm, bristol, Wine Merchant. Feb 28. Peters, Bristol. 

Coates, Marianne, Phillimore-tcr, Kensington, Spinster. Feb 23. 
Summerlin & Bruce, John-st, Adelphi. 

Catler, Geo Hy, Brixham, Devon, Esq. March 6, Simpson & Dimond, 
Henrietta-st, Cavendish-sq. 


Feb 18. Edmunds, 


April 17. 


Copland, 


' Dodd, Geo, Grosvenor-pi, Hyde park, Esq. March 28. Burgoynes & 





Co, Oxford-st. 

Earle, Wm, Lpool, Esq. Feb10. Lace & Co, Lpvol. 

Ellis, Ireland Stubbs, Oldham, Manch, Gent. March 1. Rowley & 
Son, Manch. 

Fellows, Mary, Risley, Derby, Widow. 
Basinghall-st. 

Henly, Robt, Box, Wilts, Esq. March 1. Meymott, Albion-pl, Black- 
friars-bridge. 

Johnson, Thos Jas, Mile-end-rd, Publican. Feb 23. Summerlin & 
Bruce, John-st, Adelphi. 

Lockwood, Fredk Boyes, Gt Driffield, York, Officer of Inland Revenue. 
April6. Foster & Tonge, Driffield. 

Marrable, Thos Jas, Noble-st, Cheapside, Licensed Victualler. March 
1. Roberts, Bucklersbury. 

Norman, Owen, Guestling, Sussex, Farmer. Aprill. Blaker & Son, 
Lewes. 

Prosser, Stephen, Upper Thames-st, Zine Manufacturer. 
Newman, Southampton. 

Roper, Geo, Bath, Gent. March 1. Little & Son, Bath. 

Rowcliffe, Geo, Camden-rd villas, Gent. Feb 25. Buchanan, 

Thompson, John, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. March 31. Rooker & Co. 

Tucker, Martin, Dinas, Denbigh, Esq. Feb 24, Duncan & Murton, 
Southampton-st. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Jan. 20, 1865. 

Andrews, Robt, Bull and Gate-yd, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Assistant to a 
Poulterer. Jan 9. Conv. Reg Jan 17. 

Ashworth, John, Rossendale, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Jan 
2. Comp. Reg Jan 17. : 

Beaumont, Geo, New Holland, Lincoln, Refreshment Room Proprietor. 
Jan 13, Comp. Reg Jan 20, 


April 15. Janson & Co, 


Feb 28. 
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Bills, Geo, Dartford, Kent, Builder. Jan 6. ‘ae. Reg Jan 19. 
Bock, Theodor, Mincing- ‘ane, London, Merchant. Dec 21. Asst. 


Reg Jan 17. 
Boon, Thos, Beddulph, Stafford, Grocer. Jan 10. Conv. Reg Jan 13. 
Born, Geo Theodore, & Geo Wandesleben, Mark-lane, London, Mer- 
chants. Dec 20. Inspectorship. Reg Ja Jan 17. 
Bowden, Jas, Chicksand-st, Whitechapel, Soap Manufacturer Dec 


15. Asst. Reg Jan 12. 

Bowyer, Wm, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 17. Conv. Reg Jan 20. 

ae Edwin, Idle, York, Manufacturer. Jan ll. Comp. Reg 

18 

— John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Dec 31. Comp. Reg 

Baton, Wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Innkeeper. Dec 23. Conv. Reg 
Jan 19. 

Card, John, Milk-st, Warehouseman. Dec 21. Comp. Reg Jan 18. 

om > Hurley-rd, Kennington-lane. Jan 7. Comp. Reg 
Jan | 

commer Hy, ay palaa York, Cotton Manutacturer, Dec 30. 
Comp. Reg Jan 

Davis, Thos Wm, aes: Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, Dec 31. 
Conv. Reg Jan 19. 

Dene, Wavyell Arundel, Barnstaple, Devon, Surgeon. Dec 23. 
Covenant. Reg Jan 20. 

Duffy, Hy, Halshaw Moor, nr Bolton, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 10 
Comp. Reg Jan 20. 


Dyson, Jabez, Darnall, York, Grocer. Jan 13. Comp. Reg Jan17. 

Eastman, Thos Edmd Atkinson, Clifton-rd, New Peckham, Shipping 
Agent. Jan 13. Conv. Reg Jan 17. 

Ellis, Fredk, Birkenhead, Chester, Builder. 
Jan 17. 

Farrall, John, Etruria Vale, Stafford, Comm Agent. Dec 20. Comp. 
Reg Jan 17. 

Gardner, Thos, Stockwell, Surrey, Brick Maker. 


Dec 20. Comp. 


Peace 
eg 


Jan 10. Comp. 


Reg Jan 

Gibson, Cornelius, Leftwich, Chester, Flat Builder. Dec 21. Comp. 
Reg Jan 

Gthaen, aan, Leeds, Merchant. Dec30. Asst. Reg Jan 18, 

Gurney, Hy, Birm, Timber Merchant. Dec 21. Conv. Reg Jan 17, 


Herbert, Edwd Perham, \- seen eats Camberwell, Grocer. Jan 
13. Comp. Reg Jan 

Hewer, Jas Stone, a Chester, Grocer. 
Reg Jan 18, 

Hill, Alfred, and Thos Meadows, Milk-st, rege ara London, Ship- 
ping Insurance Agents. Dec2!. Arr. Reg Jan | 


—— Joseph, Kiverton-park, York, Farmer. rhe 3. Conv. 
18, 


Jan 9, Cony. 


Reg 

Hughes, Edwd Walter, Great Tower-st, London, Wine Merchant. 
Jan ll. Asst. Keg Jan 20. 

Inman, Mary, Torquay, Devon, Milliner. Dec30, Comp. Reg Jan 19, 

Ireland, John, Lpool, Commission Merchant. Jan 16. Conve Reg 
an 20. 


Reg 
Dec 


— Robt Hopkins, Lpool, CornsMerchant. Dec 30. Comp. 
an 18. 


Jenkins, Thos, Blaenwv: _ Llanover Upper, Monmouth, Draper. 
24. Cony. Reg Jan 
—_ Stephen, Tokanter Kent, Builder. 


Dec 23. Asst. Reg 


Dec 23. Inspectorship. Reg 

a Thos, Oldham, Lancaster, Tobacconist. Dec 24 Comp. 
Reg Jan 18. 

Lister, atl Dewsbury, York, Hair Dresser. 


Po Paul, Mark-lane, Merchant. 
18, 


Jan 13. Comp. Reg 


an 18. 

Lloyd, Richd, Birm, Timber Merchant. Dec 24. Conv. Reg 
Jan 17, 

Mackie, Saml, Joseph, Alma-sq, St John’s-wood, Artist. Dec 22. 


Comp. Reg Jan I8. 
— Geo Burns, Kingston-upon-Hull, Draper. Dec3l, Asst. Reg 


Moody John, Otley, York, Leather Cutter. Dec 22. Comp. Reg 

Moore, Paul, Aston-juxta-Birm, Wire Manufacturer. 
Reg ‘Jan 19, 

Pitts, Hy Jas, Bitton, Gloucester, Miller. Jan16. Comp. Reg Jan 19, 
tust, Robt Anderson, Gt ee st, Patent Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer. Dec 20, Cony. Reg Jan 17. 

Rutherford, Wm, and Richard Norfolk, Lpool, Timber Merchants. 
Jan 16, Comp. Reg Jan 19. 

Smith, John Galt, Chester, Merchant. Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 19. 

Smith, Wm, —— Lace and Trimming Manufacturer. Dec 
22. Comp. Reg Jan 18. 

Sutton, Fredk, Brownlow-st, Holborn, Plumber, Jan 18 Conv. 
Reg Jan 19, 

Taylor, Maxwell Hannay, Master Mariner. 


Dec 30, Comp. 


Jan 10. Comp. Reg 
an 18, 

Teasdale, Richd, Commercial Traveller. 
Jan Jl. os 

Tebbutt, John, & Joseph Hircock, Hackney-rd, Grocers. Dec 21, 
Comp. Reg Jan 18. 

or Hy, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Waste Dealer. Dec 21. Comp. 
teg Jan 18, 

Waite, J Jas, Southport, Lancaster, Builder. 
anl 

Whitehouse, Jc b, Birm, Bookseller. 


Ellington-st, Barnsbury, 
Reg Jan 19. 


Dec 21. Conv. Reg 


Dec 19. Comp. Reg Jan 18, 


Wingrove, Chas, ’Old Ford- rd, Bethnal-gn, Cheesemonger. Dec 22. 

Comp. Reg Jan 18, 
Tuespay, Jan, 24, 1865, 

Barraclough, Jas Samson, Halifax, York, Logwood Grinder. Dee 28. 
Comp. Reg Jan 23. 

— Waldegrave, Bath, Somerset, Draper. Dec 24. Comp. Reg 
an 2 

— Geo John, Winchester-bldgs, Merchant. Jan 19. Comp. 

an 21 


Cc eld, Thos, Buckhirst-hill, Essex, Commercial Clerk. Dec 23. 
Comp. Reg Jan 20, 





Cowie, Vandome H & Jas Hy Bridger, Mark-lane, Wine Merchants. 
Dec 24. Conv. Reg Jan 
Darley, Wm, Melton Mowbr = Leicester, Bookseller, Jan 13. Comp. 


Reg Jan 20. 
Gaskell, Jacob, Manch, Eating-house Keeper. Dec 23. Conv. Reg 


an 20. 

Hallifax, Rev Joseph, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Clerk. Jan 16. Arr 
Reg Janu 20. 

Hancock, Francis Albert, Wood-st, Cheapside, Stationer. Jan 12, 
Comp. Reg Jan 30, 

Gordon, Donald, Jas Kaye, & Lewis Alex am, Thames-st, Whiskey 
Merchants. Dec 30. Conv. Reg Jan 

Hart, Philip, Whitechapel, Boot and shoe Manufacturer. Dec 27. 
Comp. Reg Jan 23. 

Heriot, Walter, Bread-st, Warehouseman. Dec 20. Comp. Reg Jan 24. 

Houghton, John Freeth, ‘Kidderminster, Worcester, Land Surveyor. 
Dec 80. Comp Reg Jan 

lliffe, Hy Jeremiah, & hos euasen Wakeman, Birm, Button Makers. 
Dec 24. Comp. Reg Jan 21. 

Kirkman, Montague, Bayswater, Medical Practitioner. Jan 18. 
Comp. Reg Jan 23. 

ae i saad Cooper, Rowston, Lincoln, Clerk. Jan 7. Comp. Reg 


Fla Philip, Houndsditch, Stationer. Jan 13, Arr. Reg Jan 23. 

Lowman, Joseph, Albt, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Provision Merchant. 
Jan7. Cony, Reg Jan an 20. 

Miller, John, Farnworth, Lancaster,Grocer. Jan 14. Conv. Reg Jan 20. 


Mitchell, a Crauford-st, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 27. Comp. 

walle Ch chas, Walbrook- buildings, London, Merchant. Dee 21. Comp. 

Matas Geo, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Dec 31. Comp. Reg 

m5. Geo Lorenz, Fenchurch-st, Commission Agent. Dec 31, 
Arr. Reg Jan 20, 


Oakley, Alfred Morrice, Portsea, Hants, Tailor. Jan 23. Comp. Reg 
Jan 23. 

Ogden, Wm, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotlon Spinner. Dec 28. Comp. 
Reg Jan 21. : ‘ , 

Patterson, Wm, Bristol, Shipbuilder. Dec 29. Inspectorship. Reg 


an 23. 
Petch, Thos, Brentwood, Essex, Clerk in Somerset House, 


Dec 31. 
Comp. Reg Jan 23. 
Price, Rees, “Brynmaur, Brecon, Builder. Dec 21. Conv. Reg 
Jan 
Thurlow, Hy, Drury-lane, Cheesemonger. Dec 30. Conv. Reg 


Jan 24, 

Turton, Geo, Dogley Bar, Manufacturer. Dec30. Conv. Reg Jan 20. 

Varty, Benj, Jas Lees, & Wm, a a Lancaster, Cotton 
Waste Dealers. Jan 17. Comp. Reg Jan 31. 

= — Burnley, Lasmeaeer, Boat Builder. Dec 24. 
Cony. Reg Jan 2 

Vee, Wm mee, Cornhill, FinancialAgent. Jan5. Inspector- 
ship. Reg Jan 24. 

White, Ellen, Calver, Derby, Shopkeeper. Dec 31, Conv. Reg Jan 20. 

W illett, Joseph, Southport, Lancaster, Builder. Dec 23, Cony. Reg 
Jan 20, 

Winks, Wm, Brentford, Middx, Grocer. Dec 30, Comp. Reg Jan 21, 

Worman, Ad dolph, Minories, Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 16, Comp. 
Reg Jan 

Wright, Thos, & Fredk Walter Preston, Bilston, Stafford, Iron Manu- 
facturers. Dec26. Conv. Reg Jan 23. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Jan. 20, 1865, 


To Surrender in London. 


Banks, Wm, Lisson-grove, Paddington, out of business. Pet Jan 


18. Feb6atl!. Waldron, Lamb’s Conduit-st. 

Bartholomew, Thos, Woolwich, Kent, China and Glass Dealer. Pet 
Jan 13. Feb8atl. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln's-inn, 

Bartlett, Thos, Church-path, Hackney, Plumber. Pet Jan 14. Feb 


2at ll. Bennett, Size-lane. 

Barton, Geo, Lower Clapton, Carman. 
Adams, Arthur-st. 

Baxter, Geo, Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell, Patentee of Printing in 
Water-colours. PetJan 14. Feb 8atl. Weeks, City-rd. 

Boucher, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 12. Feb 15 at 12. 
Chander, Bucklersbur of 

Carr, Geo, Chamber- -st, Whitechapel, Gun Manufacturer. Pet Jan 16. 
Feb 15 at 11, Murrough, Warwick-ct, Gray’s-inn. 

Carter, Hy, Moore-pk- ter, Stanley -bridge, Fulham, Surgeon. Pet Jan 
18. Feb 15 at2. Pearpoint, Leicester-sq. 


Pet Jan 14. Jan 30 at 1. 


Cunningham, Michael, Kentish-town-rd, Oil and Colourman. Pet 
Jan li. Jan30at2. Shaen & Roscoe, Bedford-row. 
Dye, Robt, Alpheton, Suffolk, Farmer, Pet Jan 18, Feb 6 at Il. 


Billing, Chapel-pl, Poultry. 

Fancourt, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Jan Mg (for pau). Feb 
2atll. W. yatt, Gt Carter-lane, Doctors’-common: 

Foster, Saml, & Hy King, Regent-st, Music Publishers. Pet Jan 12. 
Feb 15 at 1. Denton & Hall, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Herbert, Thos, King-st, Tower-hill, Dealer in aad Stores. Pet Jan 
17. Jan 30 at 2. Sydney, Jewry-st, Aldga 
Hirsbrunuer, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lon 4 
Feb 6atll. Bartley, Bucklersbury. 

Jay, Cyrus, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Jan 17. Feb 2 at 12. 
Haynes, Chancery-lane. 

Mills, Wm Hy, Cardington-st, Hampstead-rd, Carrier’s Clerk. Pet 
Jan 13. Feb2atl!. Drew, New Basinghall- -st 

Palowkar, Wm John Fox, Acton-st, Gray’s-inn- rd, Solicitor’s Clerk. 
Pet Jan 14, Feb8atl. Nicholson, Wellington-st, Strand. 

Philipp, David, Eng'efield-rd North, Islington. Commercial Clerk. 
Pet Jan 16, Feb? at 12 Murray, Gt St Helen’s. 

Roleston, Geo, Deptford, Kent, Painter, Pet Jan 18. Feb6 at 11. 

Pet Jan 16. Jan 


* Pet Jan 17 (for pau). 


Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Rolfe, Geo, Leather-lane, Holborn, Cheesemonger. 
30 at 2. Dimsdale, Poultry. 

Sear, Valentine Lane, Ramsgate, Kent, Auctioneer. Pet Jani8. Feb 
2at i. Wetherfield, Moorgate-st. 











Jan. 28, 1865. 


Swift, Geo Graves, Clarendon-rd, Notting-hill, Butcher. Pet Jan 18, 
Feb 2 at 12. Peverley, Coleman-st. 

Taylor, Joseph Job, Deptford, Kent, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Pet Jan 
17. Feb2at1l. Mason, Symond’s-inn, 

Titchener, Edwd, Chichester, Attorney. Pet Jan 16. Feb 2 at 1. 
Sowton, Bedford-row. 

Tripp, Jas Stevens, Kensington-pk-ter, Banker. PetJan16. Jan 30 
atl. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Truckle, Harvey, Freemantle, Southampton, Builder. Pet Jan 18, 
Feb 15 at 2. Mackay, Southampton. 

Woods, Edmond, Margaret-ter, Paddington-green, Lamp and Oil 
anna Pet Jan 16. Feb 8 at 2. Atkinson, Quality-ct, Chancery- 
ane. 

To Surrender in the Country. 


Allen, Esther, Brighton, Sussex, Lodging House Keeper. Pet Jan 13. 
Brighton, Feb 1 at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 

Andrews, John, Manafon, Montgomery, Butcher. Pet Jan 18. New- 
town, Feb 7 at1li. Jones, Newtown. 

Bainbridge, Ann, Everton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 
17, Lpool, Feb 2 at 11. Harris, Lpool. 

Beverley, Wm, South Creake, Norfolk, Carpenter. Pet Jan 12. Little 
Walsingham, Feb 2 at 3. Loynes, Wells-next-the-Sea. 

Binge, Wm, West Retford, Nottingham, Miller. Pet Jan 18. East 
Retford, Feb 1 at 10, Marshall, jun, East Retford. 

Bingham, Richd, Willoughton, Lincoln, out of business. Pet Jan 13. 
Gainsborough, Jan 51 at 11. Bladon, Gainsborough. 

Birch, Saml Johnson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Hair Heating Manufac- 
turer. Pet Jan 10. Leeds, Feb8 at 12. England & Co, Hull. 

Blakemore, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer. Adj 
Jan 12. Wolverhampton, Feb 6at 12. Brown, Wolverhampton. 

Blakemore, Thos, Wolverhampton, Tailor. Pet Jan 16. Wolver- 
hampton, Feb 6 at 12. Underhill, Wolverhampton. 

Bostock, Caroline, Stoke-upon-Trent, Widow, out of business. Pet 
Jan 17. Stoke-upon-Trent, Feb 4at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Bryan, John, Leicester,Comm Agent. Pet Jan 16. Leicester, Feb 1 
ati2. Pike, Leicester. 

Clough, Michael, Little Bolton, Lancaster, Iron Turner. Pet Jan 16. 
Bolton, Feb | at 10, Edge, Bolton. 

Cooper, Edwd, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. Pet Jan 18. Leeds, Feb 6 
at ll. North & Sons, Leeds. 
Cropper, Wm, Rochdale, Lancaster, Builder. Pet Jan 14, Rochdale, 
Feb 2 at1l. Standring, Rochdale. 
Curlender, Jacob, Lpool, Tobacconist. Pet Jan 19. Lpool, Feb 2 at 
11, Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Davis, Wm, sen, Buck Pool, Kingswinford, Stafford, Cooper. Pet Jan 
16. Stourbridge, Feb 6 at 10. Collis, Stourbridge 

Deaville, Isaac, Stockport, Chester, Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet Jan 
{6 at 12. Manch, Feb 6at 12, Gardner, Manch. 

Delf, Danl, Oulton, Suffolk, Journeyman Blacksmith. Pet Jan 13. 
Lowestoft, Jan 3! at 12. Archer, Lowestoft. 

Dewhurst, Jas, Southport, Lancaster, Butcher. Pet Jan 17, Orms- 
kirk, Feb 1 at 3. Husband, Southport. 

Fearn, Joseph, jun, Sheffield, York, Shopkeeper. Pet Jan 17. Shef- 
field, Feb 9 at 1. Micklethwaite, Sheffieid. 

Fox, Joshua, Tregedna, St Budock, Cornwall, Gent. Pet Jan 17. 
Exeter, Feb 3atl. Daw& Son. Exeter. 

Frankenstein, Jacob, Falmouth, Cornwall, Draper. Pet Jan 3. Exe- 
ter, Feb | at 12.30 Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Pet Dec 22. 


Hargreaves, Robt, Halifax, York, Grocer. Leeds, Jan 


30 at 11. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. : 

Hayes, Wm, Nottingham, Butcher, Adj Jan 17. Nottingham, Feb8 
at Il. 

Highmore, Alf, Yeovil, Somerset, Grocer. Pet Jan 16. Exeter, Feb 1 
at 22. Hirtzel, Excter. 





omley Woodhouse, Wakefield, Clerk in Holy Orders. 

Pet Janl6. Wakefield, Feb 4at 11. Barratt, Wakefield. 

Iloliings, Edwd, Middleshorough, York, Grocer. Vet Jan 17. Stock- 
ton-on-Tees, Feb 1 at 2. Dobson, Middlesborough. 

Hoyland, Ezra, Thornhill, York, Moulder. Pet Jan 16. 
Jan 30 at 3. HIlirst, Rotherham. 

Mutin, Thos, Warminster, Wilts, Carrier. Pet Jan 14. 
Jan 30 at 12. Wakeman, Warminster. 

Jennings, Thos, Swansea, Grocer. Pet Jan 6. 
Henderson, Bristol. 

Knott. Joseph, Denton, Lancaster, Hatter. Pet Jan 18, Manch, Feb 
6at 12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Leggett, Hy, Worlingworth, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 16, Fram- 
lingham, Feb 1 at2. Moseley, Framlingham. 

Lintine, Morris, Birm, out of business. Pet Jan16. Birm, Feb6 at 
10, East, Birm. 

Mitchell, Saml, Middlesborough, York, Provision Dealer. Pet Jan 9. 
Leeds, Jan 30 at Il. Rooke, Leeds. 

Neighbour, Hy Eugene, Penarth, Glamorgan, Accountant. Pet Jan 
17. Cardiff, Feb 2.at 11. Stephens, Cardiff. 

Payne, Geo, Birm, out of business. Pet Jan 16, Birm, Feb 6 at 10. 
Beaton, Birm. 

Redfearn, Joshua, Lpool, Glass Bottle Manufacturer. Pet Jan 16. 
Lpool. Feb 2 at 11. J.H.& H. Gregory, Lpool. 

Ruth, Chas, jun, Aveton Gifford, Devon, Builder, Pet Jan 17. Exeter, 
Feb l at 1}. Floud, Exeter, 

Saull, Saul, Winslow, Public-house Manager. Pet Jan 16, Bucking- 
ham, Feb6atil. Small, Buckingham. 

Scott, Hugh, Whitehaven, Cumberland. Cabinet Maker. Pet Jan 16, 
Whitehaven, Jan 3l at 10. Webster, Whitehaven. 

Sladen, Robt, Lower Dewhirst, nr Rochdale, Lancaster, Farmer. Pet 
Jan 16. Manch,Jan 3l atll. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 7 

Skinner, Geo, Hastings, Sussex, Linendraper. Pet Jan 16, Hastings, 
Feb 4.atll. Shorter, Hastings. 

Stanford, Saml, Wolverhampton, Horse Dealer. Pet Jan 14. Wolver- 
hampton, Feb 6 at 12. Bartlett, Wolverhampton. s 

Stephenson, Robt, Alkborough, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Pet Jan 17. 
Barton-on-Humber, Jan 31 atll. Nowel & Prestley, barton-on- 
Humber. 

Sumner, Thos Butler Forshaw, Lpeol, Traveller to a Leather Factor. 
Adj Jan 14. Lpool, Feb 1 at 3. Harris, Lpool. 

Trueman, Edwin, Worcester County Gaol, Warder. Pet Jan 17. 
Worcester, Jan 31 at I1!. Wilson, Worcester. 





Henville, Rdwad, 


Rotherham, 
Warminster, 


Bristol, Feb 3 at 11, 
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Ward, John, Northampton, Hair Dresser. Pet Jan 15. Northam 
Feb 4at10. Sheild & White, Northampton. _ 
Waterton, Wm, Swinton. York, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 16. Rotherham, 
. - 30 2 > eet ay Son, Sheffield. 
Vatson, Geo Blomfield, Malvern, Worcester, Lodging-house Ki jo 
Pet Jan 16. Birm, Feb 3at 12. James& Griffin, Bim. 
Wells, Seth Ellis, and Hy Hancock, Leicester, Photographers. Pet 
Jan 16. Leicester, Feb | at 10.30. Harvey, Leicester. 
While, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Brickmaker. Pet Jan 17. 
Merthyr Tydfil, Jan 31 at 11. Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 
TvuEspay, Jan. 24, 1865. 
To Surrender in London. 


Amis, David, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 7 at 12. 
Arthur, Rev Wm Lihon, Fareham, Southampton, Clerk. Pet Jan 2!. 


Feb 8 at li. Hinds, Goudhurst, Kent. 
oo Wm, Milton-st, Dorset-sq, Builder. Adj Jan 16. Feb 
atl. 
Barber, Isaac, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 6 at 12. 
Aldridge. 


Beal, Richd Danl, Charles-st, Kensington, Musical Instrumen 
Maker. Pet Jan 19, Feb 7at'l2. Wells, Moorgate-st. ‘ 

Boussinot, Antoine Auguste, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 16 
(for pau). Feb 15at1. Bramwell, Scott’s-yard, Bush-lane. 

Brown, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 16. Feb6at 1, 
Aldridge. 

Carter, Hy, Stratford, Essex, Contractor. Pet Jan 20. Feb 13 at Jl. 
Peek & Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Cassini, John, Paddington-st, Upper Holloway, Pianoforte Hammer 
Coverer. Pet Jan 20. Feb 7 at 11. Layton, jun, Church-row, 
Islington. 

Chapman, John Dudley, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 16. 
Feb 13 at 2. 

Cohen, Woolf, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 19(forpau). Feb 
6at1. Bramwell, Scott’s-yard, Bush-lane. 

Collingridge, Augustus, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 
7 at 2 


Crafter, John Barttelot, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 20 (for 
pau). Feb6at2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Cunningham, John, Southend, Essex, Gent. Pet Jan i9, Feb 7 at 2. 
Grant, Scott’s-yard, Bush-lane. 

Danks, Andrew Sidesman, Lupus-st, Pimlico, Commercial Clerk. Pet 
as 17. Feb7 at 11. Tucker, Southampton-buildings, Chancery- 
ane. 

Davall, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb7 at 2, 

Deane, Alex, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 6 at 12. 
Aldridge. 

Dowsett, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. Feb 7 at 2. 

Fleming, Jas, Holly-st North, Dalston, Bricklayer. Pet Jan 21. Feb6 
at 2. Davis, Gresham-st. 

Frank, Theodore, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 6 at 
12, Aldridge. 

Gander, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16, Feb7 atl. 

George, Saml Robt, Hunter-st, Brunswick-sq, Woollen and Cloth 
Merchant. Adj Jan 16, Feb 13 atl. 

Gintherr, Hy Louis, Portland-ter, Hackney, Com Agent. Adj Jan 16. 
Feb 13 at tl. 

Goodson, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 18 (for pau). Feb 
7at ll. Bramwell, Scott’s-yd, Bush-lane. 

Hatch, Wm, Brighton, Dealer in Boots. Pet Jan 18. Feb 7 at 12. 
Tilleard & Co, Old Jewry, for Freeman, Brighton. 

Herbert, Edwin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 18 (for pau), 
Feb 6at1. Atkinson, Quality-ct, Chancery-lane. 

Hill, Alfred Thos, Pierpoint-row, Islington, Hair Dresser. Adj Jan 
16. Feb 13 at 12. 

Hook, Josiah, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan17, Feb6 at12. 
Aldridge. 

Jenkins, Geo Thos, Woolhampton, Berks, Publican. Adj Jan 17. Feb 
13 at 2. 

Jones, Geo, Plough-cottage, Rotherhithe, General Dealer. Pet Jan 19. 
Feb 13 at 11. Parsons, Church-st, Westminster. 

Kingdon, Wm, Oakley-crescent, Chelsea, out of business. Pet Jan 17. 
Feb 15 at 12. Batt, Dowgate-hill. 

Knight, John Adams, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16. Feb 
6at12. Aldridge. 

Lacey, Jeremiah, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Hay Dealer. Pet Jan 
16 (for pan). Feb i5at!. Bramwell, Scott’s-yd, Bush-lane. 

Membrey, John, Fountain Tavern, High-st, Shoreditch, Licensed 
Victualler. Pet Jani7. Feb 7 atl, Steadman, Great Leonard- 
st, Finsbury. 

Moore, Jas, Forncett St. Peter, Norfolk, Baker. Pet Jan 6, Feb 13 
at2. Tillett & Son, Norwich. 

Neve, Mary Ann, Warwick-pl, Woolwich, Widow. Adj Jan 19. Feb 
13 at 12. 

Olley, Jonathan, High-st, Lower Norwood, Contractor. Adj Jan 16. 
Feb l3at 1. 

Parr, John Robt, Montpelier-st, Brompton, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 23. 
Feb 7at 11. Wells, Aldermanbury. 

Pritchard, Jessey, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford. Adj Jan 14. Feb6 
atl2. Aldridge. 

Rayner, Saml Felton, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj Jan 18 
Feb6 atl. Aldridge. 

Reeve, John, Acre-lane, Brixton, Manager of a Dairy. Pet Jan 18. 
Feb 15 at 2. Peverley, Coleman-st. 


Rofe, Richd, Caledonian-rd, Baker. Pet Jan 17. Feb 15at12. Tre- 
hern & Wolferstan, Aldermanbury. 
Standish, Chas Wm, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Wire Worker. Pet Jan 18, 


Feb 7at 11. Richardson, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Stapleton, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan16. Feb7 at 1. 
Stimson, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan17. Feb7 atl. 
Taylor, Hy Barkley, Canterbury-pl, Lambeth, Solicitor’s Clerk. Pet 
Jan 18, Feb i5at2%. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Watson, Hy Wm, Osborne-ter, Clapham-rd, Musician. Pet Jan 20. 
Feb l3at 12. Wells, Moorgate-st. 
Webb, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 16, Feb 6 at 1. 
Aldridge. 
Wright, Edgar, Hollingsworth-st, Holloway, C ter, Pet Jan 20. 
Feb 6 at2, Eldred & Andrew, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 
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To Surrender in the Country. 
Bailey, Joseph, Norton-in-the-Moors, Stafford, Collier. Pet Jan 18, 
Hanley, Feb 4 at 11. Tennant, Hanley. 

Barrow, Saml, Levenshulme, Lancaster, Warehouseman. Pet Jan 21. 
Manch, Feb 13 at 9.30. Bent, Manch. ‘ 
Bate, John, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Book-keeper. Pet Jan 9, St Helen’s, 
Feb 3 at 11. Marsh, St Helen’s. € 
Boulton, Aaron, Wolstanton, Stafford, Collier. 

Feb 4at11. Tennant, Hanley. i 
Brook, Benj, Swilland, Suffolk, out of business. 
Feb 4 at 11. Moore, Ipswich. 


Pet Jan 18, Hanley, 
Pet Jan 20. Ipswich, 


Brumwell, Richd, Preston, Lancaster, Draper. Pet Jan 20. Manch, 
Feb8at1l. Grundy & Davies, Manch. 

Budd, Fredk Edwd, Exeter, Major. Pet Jan 21. Exeter, Feb 8 at 12, 
Clarke, Exeter. 


Cadman, Geo, Bosley, Stanton-upon-Hine-heath, Salop, Farmer. 
Pet Janl7. Wem, Feb 2 at 12. Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Carr, Percy, Halifax, Woollen Stuff Merchant. Pet Jan 20. Leeds, 
Feb 6 at 11. Simpson, Leeds. : 

Carter, Joseph, Salford, out of business. Pet Jan 20. Manch, Feb 
13 at 930. Boyer, Manch. 

Clee, Geo, Birm, Hairdresser. Pet Nov 18. Birm, Feb6at10, Guest, 
Birm. 

Cohen, Jacob, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
Lancaster, Feb 3 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Cowlin, Hy, Bristol, Builder. Pet Jan 17, 
Benson, 

Dawson, John, Blackpool, Lancaster, Assistant Butcher. Pet Jan 16 
(for pau). Lancaster, Feb 3 at 12. Rawlinson, Lancaster. 

Draper, Jas, Brigg and Kelsey, Lincoln, Coal Dealer. Pet Jan 20. 
Leeds, Feb 8 at 12. Simpson, Leeds. 

Duckworth, Thos, Bacup, Lancaster, Engine Tenter. 
pau). Lancaster, Feb 3at 12. Gardner, Manch. 
Elliot, Jas, Torquay, Devon, Builder. Pet Jan 20. Newton Abbot, 

Feb6 at !!. Michelmore, Newton Abbot. 

Entwistle, Saml, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Carter. 
Bolton, Feb 6 at 10. Romwell, Bolton. 

Evans, Wm, Weobley, Hereford, Provision Dealer. Pet Jan 16. Leo- 
minster, Web 2at2. Garrold, Hereford. 

Firth, Chas, Hoyland Nether, York, Painter. Pet Jan 18, 
Feb 7 at 12. Hamer, Barnsley. 

Yirth, Wm, jun., Leeds, Book-keeper. Adj Jan 17. York, Feb 6 at 
ll. Young, Leeds. 

Fisher, Thos, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Grocer. 
Manch, Feb 7 at 12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Folland, John, Gt Torrington, Devon, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 12, Exeter, 
Feb 3 at 1.30. Laidman & Tremewen, Exeter. 

Fraser, Alex, Thornaby, York, out of business, Pet Jan 20. Stockton- 
on-Tees, Feb 3at1l. Dodds & Trotter, Stockton. 

Greenwood, Geo, Southport, Lancaster, Pet Jan 19. Ormskirk, Feb 
6 at 3. Parr, Ormskirk: 

Gilbertson, John, West Derby, Lancaster, Coal Dealer. Pet Jan 19. 
Lpool, Feb 6 at 3. Husband, Lpool. 
Hawksley. Thos, Sheffield, York, Butcher. 

9atl. Micklethwaite, Sheffield, 

Hiaynes, Alfred, Gt Malvern, Livery-stable Keeper. Pet Jan 21. Birm, 
Yeb 8at12. James & Griffin, Birm 

Honegger, Alfred, Birm, Pet Jan 8 (for pan). 
James & Griffin, Birm. 

Horrocks, Jas, Spennymoor, Durham, out of business. Pet Jan 19. 
Bishop Auckland, Feb 7 at 10. Thornton, Bishop Auckland. 

Hughes, Wm, Michaelechurch Exley, Hereford, Farmer, Pet Jan 19. 
Hereford, Feb 3 at 10, Garrold, Hereford. 

Inman, Richd, Tetford, Lincoln, Grocer, Pet Jan 19. Leeds, Feb 8 
at 12. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 
James, Wm Hy, Birm, Jeweller. 

Hemmant, Birm. 

Johnson, Robt, jun, Middlesborough, York, Ironmonger. 
Leeds, Feb Gat Jt. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Keates, Jas, Stafford, Tailor. PetJan 20. Birm,Feb3at12, James 
& Griffin, Birm. 

Kenderdine, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. 
3at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Kitchen, Joseph, Tadcaster, York, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 20. Tadcas- 
ter, Feb 6 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

McAllister, Robt Robertson, Lpool, Builder, 
9at 11, Jones, Lpool. 

Mellish, Thos, jun, Brighton, Builder. 
ab ll. Lamb, Brighton. 

Moon, Jas, Bristol, Soap Manufacturer. Pet Jan 19. Bristol, Feb 3 at 
Il. Harwood, Bristol. 

Moore, Chas, Rochester, Kent, Journeyman Shoemaker, 
Rochester, Feb 3 at 2. Hayward, Rochester. 

Newton, Wm Augustus, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Confectioner. 
Jan 20. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 3 at 12. 
upon-Tyne. 

rete Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Dec 14. Salford, Feb 
4 at 9.30. 


Pet Jan 14 (for pau). 


Bristol, Jan 31 at 12. 


Pet Jan 14 (for 


Pet Jan 20, 


Barnsley, 


Pet Jan 19. 


Pet Jan 19. Sheffield, Feb 


Birm, Feb 3 at 12. 


Pet Jan 21, Birm, Feb 6 at 10. 


Pet Jan 20. 
Tet Jan 16. Feb 
Pet Jan 21. Lpool, Feb 
Pet Jan 21. Brighten, Feb 6 
Pet Jan 20. 


Pet 
Hoyle, Newcastle- 


Ostler, Geo, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor. Pet Jan 21. Kingston- 
upon-Hul!, Feb 4 at 11. Summers, Hull, 
Yendleton, Thos. Nottingham, Trimmer. Pet Jan 21. Nottingham, 


Feb 8 at 11. Heathcote, Nottingham. 
Rix, Matthew, Panxworth, Norfolk, Cooper. Pet Jan 19, Norwich, 
Feb 6 at 11. Sadd, Norwich. 
Roberts, Jas, Sunninghill, Berks, DBeerhouse-keeper. 
Chertsey, Feb 7 at 12. Grazebrook, Chertsey. 
Rogers, Fredk, Boston, Lincoln, Dealer in Game, Pet Jan 19. Boston, 
Feb iat 12. Bailes, Boston, 
‘kegness, Lincoln, Grocer. 
ston 
field, Cigar Dealer. Adj Jan 17. York, Feb 6 at 


Pet Jan 18, 


Pet Jan 20. Leeds, Feb 






Sat 12. 


Chie tie 
Shaw, 


sy rut 
At) 





a, Thorrgumbald, York, Farmer. Pet Jan 2), Hedon, 
9abl2  Vettingell & Ayre, Hull. 
Slack, Jolin, Sheftield, York, Warekouseman. Pet Jan 19, Sheffield, 


Feb 9atl. Binney & Son, Sheftield. 
Smart, Geo, Hants, Millwright. Pet Jan 18, 


: Portsmouth, Feb 4 at 
li, White, Portsea. 





Smith, John, Warwick, Grocer. Pet Jan 19. 
Smailbone, Coventry. 

Stonier, Geo, Longton, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Police Constable 
Pet Jan19. Stoke-upon-Trent, Feb 4 at 11. Young, Longton. 

Sutcliffe, Wm, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Jan 14 (for pau). 
Lancaster, Feb 3at 12. Rawlinson, Lancaster. 

Thompson, Wm, Tranmere, Chester, Horse Dealer. Adj Jan 14. 

Pet Jan 19. Sleaford, 


Birm, Feb 8 at 12. 


Lpool, Feb 6 at 11. Turner, Lpool. 
Tillson, Geo, Ruskington, Lincoln, Miller, 
Feb 7 at 11. Brown & Son, Lincoln, 
Weston, Harry. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Pet Jan 20. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 3 at 12.30. Story & bousfield, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 
Wilcox, Edwin, Cucklington, Somerset, Tea Dealer. Pet Jan 11, 
Wincanton, Feb 3 at 11. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan, 20, 1865. 
Frankenheim, Ferdinand, Bloomsbury-sq, Diamond Merchant. Jan 


Lowenthal, Julius, Little Tower-st, Cheesemonger. Jan 20. 
Tuxspay, Jan. 24, 1865. 
Brooks, Edwd, & Saml Lomax, Tottington, Lower End, Lancaster, 
Manufacturers. Jan 20. 
Denny, Robt Arthur, Prisoner for Debt, Gloucester. Jan 6. 
Ramsden, Nathaniel, Bristol, Oil, Pitch, and Resin Manufacturer, 
Jan 16, 








ONDON MECHANICS’ INSTITUTE, W.C.— 

MR. WYNNE E, BAXTER will deliver his lecture on‘ LAW AND 

LAWYERS” on Wednesday, February 1, at 8.30. Admittance 6d. and Is. 
Members Free. J. T. PEARSALL, Sec. 


K STATES AND HOUSES, Country and Town 
_A_ Residences, Landed Estates, Investments, Hunting Seats, Fishing 
and Shooting Quarters, Manors, &e.—Mr. JAMES BEAL’S REGISIER of 
the above, published on the ist of each month, forwarded per post, or 
may be had on application at the Office, 209, Piccadilly, W.—Particulars 
for insertion should be forwarded not later than the 28th of each month. 








Periodical Sales of Absolute or Contingent Reversions to Funded or other 
Property, Annuities, Policies of Assurance, Life Interests, Railway, 
Dock, and other Shares, Bonds, Clerical Preferments, Rent Charges, and 
all other descriptions of present or prospective Property. , 
R. FRANK LEWIS begs to give notice that his 
SALES for the present year will take place at the GUILD- 

HALL COFFEEHOUSE, Gresham-street, on the following days, viz.:— 
Friday, February 10, Friday, May 12, Friday, September 8, 


Friday, March 10, Friday, June 9, Friday, October 13, 
Friday, April 14, Friday, July 14, Friday, November 10 
Friday, August ll, Friday, December 8. 


Particulars cf properties intended for sale are requested to be forwarded 
at least 14 days prior to either of the above dates, to the offices of the 
auctioneer, 36, Coleman-street, E.C., where information as to value, &c., 
and printed cards of terms may be had. 


ROOKS & SCHALLER (removed from Piccadilly). 
—The INDEX, printed MONTHLY (first published in 1820), of 
ESTATES, Country and Town Houses, Manors, Hunting Quarters, Shoot- 
ings and Fishings, Farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, cau be had (free) at 
their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James’s, 8.W., opposite the Junior 
United Service Club. Particulars inserted without charge, but for next 
publication must be forwarded before the 28th of each month. 


NLACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 183. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s, per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 73. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, Gd, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d. ; Coal Scuttles, 2s,6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., I6s., and 18s, per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d, and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. May be had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
— for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rail. 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
| ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equa | 












to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King's. 

£n a. 204 42054 €8. 4 
Table Forks, per doz...+.. 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 30 0 
Dessert ditto .....seee00. 1 0 Oand! lO 0 115 0 220 
Table Spoons .... 110 Oand1 18 0 #8 0 3.0 0 
Dessert ditto 3.. +e | 0 Oandl 10 0 115 0 23 0 
Tea Spoons .....seeseeee8 O12 OandO 18 0 13 6 110 6 


Every Article for the Table as in Silver, 
warded on receir* of 20 stamps. 
._" SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
_ Will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post. free. 


RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriage free. 


A Sample Tea Spoon for- 





